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The Introduction. ; 


Hile ſo many Learned Pens are employed 
to ſuch excellent purpoſe, in anſwering the 
Writings, aud confuting the'DoArines and 
Prattices of the Church of Rome, 1 cannot butrthink it a 
very uſeful Work to give ſome plain Direftions to thoſe, who 
are Uulearned, who have neither Time to Read, nor Money 
toBuy; nor Abilities to Underſtand more Learned Contro- 
 wverfres. Our Divines indeed have taken great care to write 
ſhort Tradts, with great Plainneſs and Perſpicaity, and with 
as little unneceſſary ſhew of Learning as may be, to fit them 
the better for Unlearned Readers ; and they have had, by 
.. the bleſſing of God, wonderful Succeſs ; Popery was, never ſo 
- generally underſtood, as it tsat this day; the meaneFt Tradeſ- 
men can now diſpute againft Popery with ſufficient Skill and 
Fndgment, fo. need not be beholding to the prejudices of 
' Education to ſecure them: and therefore my buſineſs ſhall 
not be at: preſent down-right to State any one Controverſie be= 
| B tween 
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tween us, and the Church of Rome, but to diref our People 
how to ſecure themſelves againF the Attaques of our Roman 
Adverſaries, to check their conferring and diſputing Humour, 
or to baffle them. T ſhall reduce all into as plain a Method 
and as ſhort a Compaſs as I can, and ſhew, ' 


Firſt, Z7ow to ſtop them at the beginning of their Diſpute. 
Secondly, Give ſome Rules about the Topicks, from which 
they Diſpute, ſuch as Reaſon, Scripture, and the Authority of 
the Ancient Fathers and Writers of the Church. | 
Thirdly, Zow to Anſwer ſome of their moſ? popalar Pre- 
texces, ſuch as the Uncertainty of the Proteſtant Religion, 
the Miſ-repreſentations of Popery, &c. | 
Fourthly, To-gzve ſome ſhort Direftions as to particular 
Controverſies. 


— 


CHAP. L 


How Proteſtants may prevent, Diſputing with 
Papiſts. h ED 


Ow Ido not by this mean, that they ſhould always 
avoid their Company, and run away from them 
where-ever they meet them, which is very ill Manners; 
though it is not adviſeable neither to court ſuch Acquain- 
tance, or to make them our Intimates, when neither the | 
Obligations of Nature, nor other Civil or Political Rea- / 
ſons make it neceſſary; for Converſation many times 
prevails more than Arguments can do, and will as ſoon 
corrupt Mens Faith, as Manners. , 
Nor do I mean, that Proteſtants ſhould obſtinately re- 
fuſe to Diſcourſe with Papiſts when they meet them; to 
hear 
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hear what they have to fay for themfelves, and to give 
a Reaſon for their own Faith ; this is not agreeable to 
Proteſtant Principles, to prove all things, and to hold faſt 
that which is good ; and yet rhis ought to be done with 
great prudence and caution too: for there are a fort of 
perverſe Diſputers, who are tobe avoided according to 
the Apoſtolick Precept, /f any man teach otherwiſe and con- 
ſent not to wholſome words, even the words T our Lord Je- 
ſus Chriſt, and to the Doftrine which is according to godlineſs, 
he is proud, knowing. nothing, but doting about queſtions and 
ſrife of words, whereof cometh envy, ſtrife, railings, evil 
ſurmiſing, perverſe diſputing of men of corrupt minds, and 
deſtitute of the truth, ſuppoſing, that gain is godlineſs, from . 
ſuch withdraw thy ſelf, 1 Tim. 6. 3, 4, 5. 

Men of weak Judgments, and who are not skilled in 
the Laws of Diſputation, may eaſily be impoſed on by 
cunning Sophiſters, and ſuch as.lie*in wait to deceive : 
The Church of Rome is very ſenſible of this, and there- 
fore will not ſuffer her People to diſpute their Religion, 
or to read Heretical Books, nay not fo much as to look 
into the Bible it ſelf; but though we allow all this to our 
People, as that which God not only allows, but requires, 
and which all conſidering men will allow themſelves, 
whoever forbids it ; yet we donotallow them to be per- 
petual Seekers, to be always doubtiul of their Religion, 
to be like children toſſed too and fro with every wind of Do- 


| fFrine. And therefore the liberty of Judging and Inqui- 


ring, which we allow, is only that they may underſtand 
the true Reaſons of their Faith, and be well grounded in 
it, which men may be, who are not able to anſwer eve- 


ry cavilling Objection ; but it isan abuſe of this liberty, 


when men have itching Ears, and hearken aſter all No- 

velties of Opinions, and grow wanton and ſceptical Dif- 

puters; and therefore it is very conſiſtent with that libexy- 
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ty, which Proteſtants allow, to adviſe Chriſtians to.be 
very careful how they hearken to ſuch as Preach any 
ne Do&rine,which they have not been taught ; that the 
weak in Faith and Knowledge ſhould not venture upon 
Joubtful Diſputarions ; that they ſhould not be haſty to 
queſtion what rhey have believed, nor to give heed to 
new Dodtrines ; that they thould not rely on their own 
underſtanding in theſe matters, but when they meet with 
any difficulties, ſhould conſult their Spiritual Guides,not 
tobe finally-determined by thetrAuthority,as theChurch 
of Rome requires, but to hear their Reaſons, and what 
Anſwers they can give to ſuch difficulties, as they them- 
ſelves eannot anſwer. With ſuch Cautions as theſe, we - 
dare venture our People to hear, and read, and enquire, 
as much as they pleaſe, and have not found yet, that 
our Rowan Adverſaries have been able to make any great 
impreſſion upon ſuch honeſt and prudent Inquirers. But 
that which I intend at preſent, is of another nature, to 
teach our People a Way to make theſe men ſick of Dif 
puting themſelves, to make them leave off thoſe Imper- 
tinent*and Noifie Squabbles, with which they diſturb all 
Company they come into : and this 1s no ſuch mighty 
Secret neither, as may be expeCted, but is very plain and 
obvious at the firſt propoſal. 

For. when you are aſſaulted by ſuch troubleſome Dif 
puters; only-ask them, Whether they will allow you to 
judge for your ſelves in matters of Religion ; if they will 
not, why do they trouble you with Diſputing ? for the 
end of Diſputing, is to convince ; and you cannot be con- 
vinced, unleſs you may judge to. 'Would they Diſpute 
with a Stone, that can.neither hear, nor underſtand > or 
would they make a Speech to convince a Horſe, that he 
is out of his way,and muſt take another Road,if he would 
return home? And do they not talk to as little purpoſe, 
and 
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and fpend their breath as vain upon a man, who cat hear 
indeed, and underftand ſomewhat, but-muft not dollow 
his own underſtanding ? Tithey fay;that you muſt judge 
for your ſelves, ask them, Whether this be the Dodrine 
of their Church,*that private men:may judge for them- 
ſelves 2 Whether this do not refolve qur Faith into a pri- 
vate Spirit, which they fay,is the' Proteſtant Herefie,and 
the foundation of Proteſtant Uncertainty ? If they once 
open this Gap to Hereticks imto the "Church, there is 
great danger that more will run-ont-at it, than will come 
in; and it is well if the Church it ſelf ftays behind : 
for what becomes of the Church of Rome, if all their 
glorious Cant of the Tnfallibility of Church, and Popes, 
and General Councils, be at laſt reſolved into-a private 
Spirit ! While theſe men go about to Diſpute Hereticks 
into their Church, they unavoidably give up the Cauſe 
of the Church, and of Infallibility ; which isthe way to 
Diſpute a great many good Catholicks out of it, who are 
kept there only 'by the power of a blind and implicite 
Faith. Here then let our Proteſtant fix his foot,and not 


"Nr an inch, till they diſown Tnfallibility,and confeſs,that 


every man can-and: muſt judge: for himſelf m matters of 
Religion, according ro che Prodfs that are offered to him. 
For. will a wife man diſpute with one,who he knows'ban- 
ters him all the while 2 who appeals to his private Judg- 
ment (as alt men do,who'difpute with one another) and 
at the ſame time cries down this private'Spirit as the cauſe 
of Schiſms, and Hereſtes, ' and 'Blaſphemies, and eyery 
think that is evil : no man of any ſpirit, but will ſcorn 
to diſpute with'one who intends only to put a trick on 
him, and to out-wit him if he can; and 1n truthit is no 
more. to endeavour to diſpute a man into Popery, when 
the Fundamental Principle of Popery 1s, That we muſt 


not Reaſon and Diſpute, but Believe ; that we muſt take 
our 
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our Faith upon the Authority of the Church, without 
asking any queſtions about it. There are two or three 
things, which may be anſwered to this. 

x. Thar though Diſputing be not a proper way for 
Papiſts to take, yet it is the only way, that can be taken 
with Proteſtants, who are all for Diſfuting, and will 
believe nothing without a Reaſon, and theretore Prote- 


_ - ants ought not to blame Papiſts for Diſputing, unleſs 


they would be good Cartholicks without it. Now in 
anſwer to this, I have ſomething to ſay to Papiſts, and 
fomething to Proteſtants. 

1. As tor the Papiſts, what neceſſity ſoever they be in 
of Diſputing, I deſire to know with what face they can 
reproach Proteſtants with adhering to their own private 
Judgments, when they themſelves are ſuch zealous Diſ- 
putants, which is an Appeal to every private mans Judg- 
ment : It ever they make any Converts, they muſt be 
beholden to mens private Judgments for it, for I think 
men cannot change their Opinions, without exerciſing a 
private Judgment about it; and I ſuppoſe when they dif- 


. pute with men to make them Papiſts,they intend to con- 


vert them by their own private Judgments. Now what 
difference is there between mens uſing their privateJudg- 
ments to turn Papiſts, or to turn Proteſtants ? one in- 
deed may be falſe, and the other true; but private Judg- 
men is private Judgment {till : And it it be ſo great a 


fault for men to uſe their own private Judgments,it is as 


great a fault in a Papiſt, as it is ina Proteſtant. So that 
at leaſt, as to Converts, the Church of Rowe has no ad- 
vantage in this particular over Proteſtant Churches; ſome 
by the exerciſe of their own Reaſon and Judgment, go 
over to the Church of Reme, and ſome to the Church of 
England ; fome are diſputed into Popery, and ſome into 
Proteſtantiſm : and therefore tor the fake of their beloved 
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Converts, and their beloved Diſputations, they ought to 
be more favourable toa private Spirit : The truth is, by 
Diſputing with Hereticks, they give up their Cauſe, and 
confeſs, that in all Diſputes of Religion, their lies an Ap- 
peal to every man's private Judgment and Conſcience ; 
and ſhould they loſe this Point by their Diſputing, all 
= Converts. they make, cannot recompence ſuch a 
ols. | 
Secondly, As for Proteſtants, though they have no 0- 
other way to ſatisfie themſelves, or to convince others, 
but by Reaſon and Diſcourſe ; yet this is no reaſon why 
they ſhould Diſpute with thoſe men who diſown the judg. 
ment of Reaſon, as aiprivate Spirit. For why ſhould I 
Diſpute with any man who uſes ſuch Arguments to con- 
vince me, as he himſelf does not think a tufficient Reaſon 
of Faith> Ask then one of theſe Diſputers, who alledges 
Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, to: prove any Do- 
crines of the Romiſh Faith, Do you, Sir, believe Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, the Worſhip of Images, the Invocatiort of. 
Saints, Purgatory, Maſs for the Dead, upon the bare Au- 
thority of theſe Scriptures and Fathers, you have pro- 
duced for them? If theſe DoQtrines were not Defined. 
by the Ghurch, ſhould-you think theſe Arguments ſuffi. 
cient to:prove them ? or.could you ſuppoſe, the Church 
had Defined: the contrary, ſhould you think the Argu- 
meats good ſtill? In ſhort, can any Reaſon, any Authori- 
ty.of Scripture, or Fathers, be any Foundation for a Di- 
vine Faith, but onely the Authority of the Church > He 
that ſays, they can, is no Papiſt.; and he that ſays, they. 
cannot, confeſſes, that he uſes ſuch Arguments, as he him- 
{elf does not build his Faith. upon : If you will believe. 
them, you may ; but though you do, you are no ſound. 
Believer, without reſolving your Faith ſolely into the 


Authority of the Church. And, I think, he muſt love 
| Diſpu: 
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Diſputing well, who will Diſpute with ſuch men as theſe; 
and thote muſt have a good depree of aſſurance, who 
will be troubleſome withtheir Drſpures, after ſuch a-dif- 
covery. .The end of- Diſputing, I ſuppoſe, is either to 
convince, . or to be convinced: but ſhould you Anſwer 
and baffle all ſuch a man's Arguments, it he be modeſt, 
it-may be he may bluſt: a little, but 1s not to be moved; 
for his Faith, after all, is not built upon theſe Arguments, 
but upon Church- Authority : and'it 1s to no purpoſe-for 
you to ſuffer your ſelf to be convinced by theſe Argu- 
ments, for it will not make you a good Catholick, with- 
out reſolving your Faith wholly into the Authority of 
the Church. It 1s certainly a very ſurprizing thing for 
a Proteſtant to be diſputed into Popery ; for-as ſoon as 
he is converted, he muſt renounce the very means of his 
Converſion : He muſt uſe his own Judgment to turn - 
Paptſt, and as ſoon as he is turned, he muſt renounce his 
own Judgment, and' confeſs it to: be: of no Authotity :- 
Now though it may be ſuch-a private Judgment/as leads 
a man to Popery,. way as well deſerve tobe renounced, 
as any; yet itis an odd kind: of contradiftion, to re- 
nounce our own private Reaſon-ang Judgment, 4nd yet 
to-own our Converſion ; merhinks \uch-merr ſhould! re- 
nounce their Converſion too at the ſame time they re- 
nounce their Reaſon: for if their Converſion be good, Tt 
is a (gn their Judgment was fo ; but'if their! Judgment 
be not fit to be truſted, methinks this ſhould make them 

queſtjon their Conyerſion : And therefore they ſhould - 
either maintain the Reputation: of their- Judgment and 

onverſian together, and then they cannot be good Ca» 
tholicks,while they adhere to their ownJudgment,or they 
ſhould renounce them both together : nay, they muſt not 
only renounce thejr own Judgments, as ſoon as they are 
converted, but they muſt renounce the Authority _ 
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Validity of thoſe very Arguments whereby they are Con- 
verted, whether from Sefipen re, Reaſon, or Fathers ; they 
muſt confeſs, that theſe: Arguments are not a ſufficient 
Foundationfor a Divine Faith, without the Authority of 
the Church; for it is a dangerous thing to-allow an 
Authority to Scripture or Fathers, withbut'the Church, 
for that may make men Hereticks; and yet, I ſuppoſe, 
when Hereticks are converted by theſe Arguments, it 
maſt be the force of the Arguments, and' aot the Au- 
thority of the Church, which converts them, unleis they 
believed the Authority of the Church before they were 
converted, and that was alittle too early for it. Now 
methinks when Proteſtants turn Papilſts, as they pretend, 
from the conviction of their own Reaſon and Judgment, 
and as ſoon as they are converted, are taught, that there 
is no relying upon their own Judgment, and that the 
Reafons whereby they were converted, are not good in 
themſelves without Church Authorgy ; if it were poſ- 
fible for them ever'to uſe their:Reafon. more after fuch 
a Change, it would certainly make them difown their 
Converſion ; which, it ſeems, was the effe& of a ver 
fallible Judgment, and very uncertain and inauthentcs 
Reaſons. | 
2. There 15 another pretence for theſe Diſputes, whict 
may-ſeemto anſwer this difficulty, that the intention of 
thefe Diſputes, is.onely to kad you to the Infallible 
Church, and fet you apori a Rock ;' and then it is very 
natural to renounce your own Judgment, when you'have 
an infallible Guide. 'Qur owd Judgment then muſt bring 
us to-the infallible Guide, ant when we hive fornd him, 
- have no'farther uſe for our own Judgment. 'I an- 
wer, Fo, Fn 
rt. Should we grant this, it puts an end to all the par- 
ticular Diſputes of Religion —_— us.and the Church 
of 
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of Rome : We may diſpute-on about an TInfallible Judge, 
but they cagnot, with any fence, diſpute with us abou 
the particular Articles of Faith, ſuch as Tranſubſtantia» 
tion, ' the Sacrifice of the, Maſs, the Worſhip of Images, 
and the like; for theſe are to be learnt onely from the 
Church, and cannot be proved by Scripture or Fathers, 
without the Authority of the Church. And if they 
would confeſs this, they would fave ns, and themſelves, a 
great deal of trouble : For why ſhould they be at the 
trouble of writing ſuch Arguments, or we to anſwer 
them, when they themſelves confeſs, that the Arguments 
are not good, unleſs they be confirmed by the Churches 
Authority ? I confeſs, I have often wondered to ſee ſuch 
Volumes of .Controverſies written by the Romax Di- 
vines, for I could never imagine to what end they are 
writ. Ts not their Faith wholly refolved into the Au- 
thority of the Church > what need Reaſons and Argu- 
ments then, which cannot work Faith in us? Either theſe 
Argumentsare ſufficient to confirm the Articles of their 
Faith without the Authority of the: Church, or they are 
not: If they are, then there is no need of Infallibility, 
ſince all the Articles of Faith are confirmed by ſuch Rea- 
ſons, as are a ſufficient Foundation for Faith without it : 
And thus they give up all their Arguments for an Infal- 
lible Judge, from the neceflity of ſuch a Judge. If they 
be not, of what uſe are they 2 does the Decifion of the 
Church need to be confirmed by ſuch Arguments 2 Tf 
they are not good Arguments without the Authority of 
the Church, they can no more give Authority to the 
Church, than an Infallible Church can want any Autho- 
rity, but its own: Are they to convince Hereticks? But 


. how if Hereticks ſhould confute them? If they be not 


in themſelves good Arguments, they may be confuted ; 
and they know, by ſad experience, that there are Here- 
- ticks, 
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tioks, as they call them , who have Witand Learning e- 
nough toconfute, what is to be confuted ; and if they 
fall into ſuch hands (which has been their hard fate of 
late) they are ſure to be confuted, And, I doubt then, 
they had better have let them alone ; for the Catholick 
Cauſe may ſuffer much in the Opinion of the World, 
when all their Arguments are confuted : All then that 
they can deſign by ſuch Arguments, is to impoſe upon 
the Weak and Ignorant , when Learned Men are out of 
the way, which is no very commendable delign; and 
that deſign will be ſpoiled roo, if Unlearned Men do but 
learn toask them the Queſtion, Whether they build their 
Faith upon ſuch Arguments? For then they muſt either 
quit the Authority of their Church, . or the ſtrength of 
their Arguments : The firſt reduces. them to Proteſtant 
Uncertainty,for then they have no other Foundation for 
their Faith than Proteſtants have ; which reſolves it ſelf 
into the Reaſons and Arguments of Faith : The ſecond 
puts an end to Diſputing about theſe matters ; for no 
man needs anſwer-any Arguments, which the Diſpurant 
himſelf acknowledges not to be good. 

2. There is nothing then left for Diſputation, and the 
Exerciſe of our private Reaſon and Judgment , but the 
inquiry after an Infallible Judge. And here alfo, betore 
you Diſpute , -it will be neceffary to ask them,Whether 
the belief of an Infallible Judge, muſt be reſolved into 
every mans private Judgment ? whether it be not neceſ- 
fary to believe rhis with a Divine Faith 2 and whether 


there can beanyDivine Faith without an Infallible Judge? 
Certainly if ever it be neceſſary to have an Infallible 


Faith,it isfo to be infallibly aſſured of an [nfallible Judge, 
becaut this is the foundation of all the reſt: for though 
the Judge be Infallible , if T be not infallibly affured ct 
this, I can never arrive to Infallibility in any thing; tor 
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L cannot be fore certain}, that his Determinations - aye 
Infallible, than'T am, that he himſelf is Infallible; and if 
' Thave but a Moralaffurznce'of this, I can be but moral- 
ly aſſured of | the reſt; for the Building cannot be more 
firm than the Foundation is: and thus there is an eng to 
all the Romas Pretences to Infallibility. Now if we 


maſt believe the Infallibility of the Church, or Pope of 


Rome, with an irifallible Faith, there is an end of Diſpu- 
ting; for no Reafons or Arguments, not the Authority 


of the Scripture it ſelf, wirhout an infallible Judge, can 


beget an infallible Faith, according to. the Roway Doftors : 
For this reafon they charge the Proteſtant Faith with un- 
certainty, and will not atlow it to be a Divine, but Hu- 
maneFaith, though it is built upon the firmeſt Reaſons, 
the beſt-Anthority,-and rhe moſt expreſs Scripture that 
can be had for any thing; but becauſe we do not pretend 
to rely on the' Authority of a Living Infaliible Judge, 
therefore, forſoorh; our Faith is Uncertain, Humane, and 
Fallible: and this, they ſay, makes an Infallible Judge 
neceſfary, becauſe without him we have no Infallibte Cer- 
tainty of any thing. VG l 
Now if nothing but an Infalltble Judge can be the 
Foundation of an Infallible Faith, then it is to no purpoſe 
to diſpute about ſuch a Judge; for Difputing isnothing 
elſe but weighing Reaſon againſt Reaſon,and Argument 
againſt Argument , or Scripture againſt the pretence of 
Scripture ; but whoever gets the better of it this way, 
no Reaſons, or Arguments,or Scripture Proofs can beget 
an Infallible -Certainty , which is neceſſary in this caſe ; 
and therefore this is all loſt labour, and they do but put 
a trick upon you, when they pretend to diſpute you in- 
to the belief of an Infallible Judge; for they themſelves 
know,and muſt confeſs,if you ask them,that the beſt and 
moſt convincing Arguments cannot give us an Infal- 
lible 
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lible aſſurance of this matter ; and yet:unleſs we are in- 
fallibly aſſured of an infallible Judge, it is all ro no-pur- 

ſe. : 

gs 3. I can think but of one thing more, that can be 
faid-in thiscauſe , vz, that it is manifeſtly unreaſonable 
not to grant to the Church of Rome, that liberty which 
all men and Churches challenge , to diſpute for them- 
ſelves, and againſt their Adverſaries: for whentwo-men, 
or two Churches difter in matters of Faith, there is no 
other way to end the Controverfie, but by diſputing it 
out ; Whereas this Difcourſe will not atlow-them todife 
pute, nor any Proteſtants to diſpute with them. 

In anſwer to this, I grant , that the Charge is in a 
great meaſure true, and ſhews the abſurdity of thar 
Church and Religion, but does not diſprove the reaſon- 
ableneſs. of this method. It men will embrace ſuch a 
Religion as:will nof admit of diſputing, it is their own 
and their Religions fault, not the fault of thoſe men who 
will not diſpute with them. Now a Religion which 
leaves no room for the exerciſe of Reaſon and private 
Judgment, leaves no place for Diſputes neither ; for how 
ſhall men difpute , who: muſt not uſe their own Reafon 
and: Judgment 2 They ought not to diſpute themſelves; 
if they be true to their own Principles ; and no man 
ought to diſpute with them, who wiltnot be laugh'd at 
by them, and ty all the world : For to diſpute without 
Reaſon, is a new way of diſputing , (though it is the 
only thing that can juſtifie the Romaniſts, and our hate 
Diſputants have been very careful to obſerve it; ) and 
to diſpute with Reaſon, is to uſe our private Reafon in 
Religion , which is.Proteſtant Hereſie. Infallible men 
ought not to diſpute , for that is to quit their Infallibils 
ty ; and fallible men are very unwiſe todiſpute with 
them, becauſe no good can come of it : for Reaſon can 
never 
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never confute their infallible Adverſaries, nor make 
themſelves infallible Believers. 

But for the better underſtanding of this, I have two 
things to ſay. 1. That Papiſts may Diſpute againſt 
Proteſtant Hereſies , as they call them, but cannot dif- 
pute for their own Religion. 2. Proteſtants may dif- 
pute againſt Popiſh Doctrines, and to vindicate their 
own Faith , but cannot reaſonably be diſputed into Po- 
pery. 
4 That Papiſts may diſpute againſt Proteſtant He- 
reſies, but cannot diſpure for their own Religion : And 
the reaſon of this diflerence is plain, becauſe Proteſtants 
allow of Reaſon and Diſcourſe in matters of Religion ; 
and therefore they may be confuted , it good Reaſons 
can be produced againſt them: And here rhe Roma- 
niſts may try their skill ; but rhe Religion of Rome. is 
not founded on Reaſon, but on Infallibility ; and there- 


fore is not the ſubje& of a Diſpute, becauſe the truth and 


certainty of thoſe Dodrines, 1s not reſolved into the 
Reaſons of them. They ought to alledge no other 
ground of their Faith, bur the Infallibility of rhe Church; 
and they ought not to diſpute about this neither : but 
thoſe who will believe it may , and thoſe who won't, 
may let it alone, becauſe Infallibility is not to be proved 
by Reaſon; for Reaſon proves nothing infallibly , and 
therefore cannot give us an infallible certainty of rhe 
Churches Intallibility. 

But you will ſay, it they have other Arguments for 
the truth of their Faith , beſides the Infallibility of the 
Church, why may they not.urge thoſe other Reaſons 
and Arguments. to convince thoſe , who will nor own 
the Churches Infallibility 2 I anſwer, Becauſe whatever 
other Reaſons they have, their Faith is not reſolved into 
them; and therefore it is not honeſt in_ them to urge 
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thoſe for the Reaſons of their Faith, which are not the 
Reaſons why they believed : For let me ask them, Sup- 
poſe they may have -very good Reaſons for 'ſome of 
their Dofrines, do they believe them meerly becauſe 
they are reaſonable ? If they ſay they do, then they be- 
lieve juſt as Proteſtants believe ; and there is no need 
of Intallibility, when men believe nothing but what is 
reaſonable ; and it is pity that ſo good a thing as Infal- 
libility ſhould ferve only to ſupport an unreaſonable 
Faith. | 

Let me ask them again , Can they have a ſufficient 
certainty, that theſe Reaſons are good, without an in- 
fallible Judge 2 If they can, then the Faith of Proteſtants, 
which is grounded upon rational Evidences, may be 
very certain too, though it be not infallible ; if they 
cannot, then their Reaſons are none, ſince the very cer- 
tainty of them is reſolved into an infallible Authority ; 
and therefore they are no certain Reafoos, that is, not 


ſuch as a man may rely on, when they are ſeparated 


from Infallibility ; and conſequently they ought never 
to be urged apart from Infallibility, becauſe they them- 
ſelves do not think them good Reaſons, that is, not a 
ſufficient Foundation of Faith alone : and then I know 
not why they ſhould be urged at all ; for Infallibility can 
ſtand by it ſelf, without the ſupport of any Reaſons. 


I ask them again, Would they reject thoſe Dottrines: 


which they think they can prove by ſuch evident Rea- 
ſons, did they ſee thoſe Reaſons as evidently confuted ? 
If they would not, then it 1s plain, they do not believe 
them for the ſake of thoſe Reaſons ; for if they did, they 
would reje& them, when all their Reaſons were confu- 
ted: They only impoſe upon the World with a pre- 
tence and flouriſh of Reaſon, and ſet up a Man of 
Straw for Proteſtants to ſhoot at ; but whatever be- 
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comes of their Reaſons, *they have a ſateRetreat into 1n- 


tallibily. 


f they believed any Dgarine becauſe it is reafonable, 


M they will be true to themſelves, they ought to reject 
all DoCtrines, which are unreaſonable, or contrary to 
Scnie and Reaſan : He who believes for the ſake of Rea- 
ſon, can never believe againſt it : for if Reafon makes a 
thing credible, then what is unreaſonable is incredible 
too; and we may as reaſonably dif-believe what is con- 
firmed by Reaſon, as believe what Reaſon contradias : 
and therefore it is not very modeft tohear men tatk of 
Reaſon in any caſe, who can believe ſuch an abſurd and 

unreaſonable DoQtine as Tranſubſtantiation. | 
Now whatever Opinion Proteſtants have of Reaſon, 
Papiſts ought not to pretend to it, becauſe their Faith 

has nothing to do with Reaſon : it is a Reproach to an 
infallible Church and infallible Faith , to need the ſup- 
ports of Reaſons. And the truth is, thoſe who will 
have nothing to do with Reaſon, Reafon commonly has 
as little to do-with them, but owes them a Shame, when- 
ever they pretend to her ; and therefore they had as 

good let her alone. | 

2. Proteſtants may diſpute againſt Popiſh Dofrines, 
and to vindicate their own Faith, but they cannot req- 
wnably be diſputed into Popery. When Papiſts alledge 
Scripture, Reaſon, or humane Authority for any Do- 
frines of their Religion, Proteſlants, who allow of the 
uſe of Reaſon in Religion, may examine and confute 
them: when Papiſts diſpute againſt Proteſtant Ng- 
Arines, Proteſtants are concerned to vindicate their own 
Faith, or to renounce it; but if a Proteſtant underſtands 
himfelt and his own Principles, all the Diſputes in the 
World can never make him a Papiſt. For to be a Pa- 
piſt does not Ggnifie meerly to believe Tranwbſtantia» 
: tion, 
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tion, or the Worlhip of Saints and Images, and ſuch- 
like Popiſh Do&rines ; - but [to reſolve our Faith: into 
the Infallible Authority of' the Church, and to believe 
whatever the Church believes, and for no other reaſon, 
but becauſe the Church teaches it. "This is the peculiar 
and diſtinguiſhing CharaCter of the Church of Rome , 
which divides it from all other Churches and Secs of 
Chriſtians ; and therefore our late Popiſh Writers 'are 
certainly in the right, to endeavour to bring the whole 
Controverſie to this iſſue ; not to diſpute about partiou- 
lar DoQrines, which follow. on courſe,. when once you 
believe the Church to be Infallible; but to 'perſwade 
men that the Church is Infallible, and that the Church 
of Rome is that Infallible Church. Now I ſay, no un- 
derſtanding Proteſtant can be diſputed into this kind of 
+ Popery, and that for two plain Reaſons. 1. Becauſe 
no Arguments or Diſputations can give me an infallible 
certzinty of the Infallibility of the Church.” 2. Becauſe 
it is impoſſible by reaſon to prove,gthat men muſt not 
uſe their own Reaſon and Judgment'1n matters of:Reli- 
ON. | 
1. No Argumeants'can give me an infallible certainty 
of the Infallibility of: the Church. The'great Mottve 
to any man to forſake the other Communions of Chri- 
ſtians, and to go over tothe Church of Rome, is to attain 
an Infallibility in Faith, which is a wonderful good thing, 
if it were to be had ; but though the Church of Rome 
were Infallible, and 1 ſhould 'be convinced that there 
were ſome reaſon to think ſo, ' yet unleſs I can be infal- 
libly aſſured of it, my Faith is ſtill as fallible as the Pro- 
: teſtant Faith is; and I am no nearer to Infallibility in 
- the Church of Rome, than in the Church of England, 
: For as I obſerved before, unleſs I can have an infallible 
; certainty of the Infallibility of the Church, I can have 
| - D no 
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no Infithbility at all : Thoughthe Church were infal- 
lible in alt her Necrees, Ican neyer beiinfallibly certain 1 
of the truth of het-Decrees, unle(s I be infallibly certain 1 
that ſhe is Infallible. It isa known Rule in Logic, that 
the Concluſion muſt follow the: weaker part, and there. * ſ 
fore-it is impoſſible to infer an infallible Faith from the i 
fallible Belief. of the Qhurches Inftallibility. { 
And yet the beſt Reafons in the: World ( which is 
all that diſputing can do, to offer Reaſons for our Faith) . O 
cannot- give us an infallible certainty, becauſe Reaſon it 
{elf-isnot an infallible Principle, at leaſt the Church of | 
Rowe dares not::dwny; that any mans private Reaſon and ? 
Judgment 1s 1nfallible ;; for then Proteſtants may ſet up 
for Infallibility.as well as Papiſts. No man, by Reaſon © 
and Argurnent, can arrive at a greater Certainty than © 
Proteſtants may:;have, and yet no man can arrive at 
greater certainty-in the, way. of diſputing, than Reaſon * fi 
and.-Argumenb can give him; and then a Popiſh Con» # 
vert, who'1s reaſgned into the belief of Tnfallibility, © 
though he_ has chaftpged; his Opinion, yet has no more C 
Infallibility now , than he had when he was a Prote- ® 
ſtant. Proteſtants, without an Infallible Churoh, may 
have all the;Cartainty that Reaſorr and Argument can 
give 'them-; anda; Convert has no greater Certainty il 
(if he have no. more than whar Diſputing” could give Ut 
him ) for his Infallible Church : And how is it: poſſible  v 
then, that a reaſonable man can be diſputed out off the tl 
Church of Evgjand-into the Church of: Rome; upon ſuch = 4 
vain hopes-of a'\nhore infalliblecertainty 2 for let him go | Al 
where he will,” if he be lead to Rome it ſelf by his own | 1 
fallible Reaſon and Judgment, (which is the only Guide 7 © 
he has in diſputing) he will be the fame fallible Crea- = © 
ture that ever he was. But to repreſent this the more '* N11 
familiarly, let us here a ſhort Conference between a ſtur- 
dy Proteſtant, and a new Convert Prot. © 
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Prot. O, my old Friend'!: Tam glad to meet you, for 
T have longed to know whatchange you find in your ſelf, 
fince you are become an Thfallible: Believer, 245] 

Corrv. 1 find, Sir, what I expe&ed, very great eaſeand 
ſatisfaction of mind, finceT am delivered trom all doubc- 
ful Diſputes in ſuch an important concernment as 'the 
falvation of my Soul, and havea firm and ſure Rock to 
truſt to, ſuch an Infallible Church as cannot err it ſelf, 
nor mif-guide me. 

Prot. This, I confeſs, is a very greatadvantage ; and * 
therefore as we have been formerly of the fame Church 
and Communion, I would be glad to keep you compa- 
ny alſo in ſo advantageous a change. Pray therefore 
tell me, how you came. to be fo infallibly perſwaded of 
the Infallibility of your Church. | 

Conv. With all my heart; and I ſhall be very glad of 
ſuch company : and indeed there are ſuch powerful Rea- 
ſons for it, as I am ſure muſt convince ſo free and inge- 
nuous a'mind, as you always carry about with you. For 
Chriſt has promiſed to build his Church upon St. Peter, 
and that the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt 
JComn-- 

Prot. 'Hold, good Sir! Reaſon! Are you got no far- 
ther. than Reaſon yet? Will :Reaſon ever make a man 
infallible 2 I .have conſidered all the Reaſons that are 
uſed to this purpoſe, and know what to fay to them, if 


' that were our buſineſs; and the truth is, I have a great 
_ deal of unanſwerable Reaſon, ''toſtay where Iam ; and 


am a little ſurprized , -to think that you, or any man, 


| ſhould leave the Church of Exg/ard for want of Reaſon, 


or go to the Church of Rome for it: and therefore pray 
tell me the Secret, for there muſt be ſomething elſe to 
make Converts, beſides Reaſon. 2 ae VE COAT 

Coxv, Then I perceive youtake me for a Knave, who 


D 2 have 
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have changed my Religion for baſe fecular Ends, with- 


out Reaſon.  * WES ts of 

Prot. You know that beſt ; but that was not my 
meaning : but the reaſon of my Queſtion was; becauſe 
you changed for an-infallible Faith. Now if you rely 
{till upon Reaſon, 1don't ſee how your Faith is-more in« 
fallible than mine : for Lam-as-confident, as you-can be, 
that I haveas good Reaſons for my Faith, and in my 0+ 
pinion much better, than you have for yours, 

Conv. I beg your pardon for that : I rely. upon the 
Authority of an Infallible Church, you truſt ro. youp 
private Reaſon. | | 

Prot. And I beg. your pardon, Sir : for I rely on the 
Authority of Scripture, which. is. as 1afallible as your 
Church. 

Conv. But you rely on your own Reaſon for the Au- 
thority of Scripture, and:thoſe particular DoCtrines you 
draw from: 1t. | 

Prot. And you-rely on your. own Reaſon and Judg- 
ment, for the Infallibility of your Church, and conle- 
quently of all rhe DoCtrines of it ; and- therefore your 
intallible Faith is as much reſolved into your own fallible 
Judgment, as theProteſtant Faith is: fo that the diffe- 
rence between- us is-not, that your Faith is infallible, 
and ours fallible; for they are both alike, call it. what. 
you will, fallible or-infallible ; but the Diſpute is, whe= 
ther your Reaſon and Judgment, or ours, be beſt : and 
therefore if you think! your Reaſon better than ours, you, 
did well to change ;. but _if ,you changed your. Church, 
hoping; to grow more infallible by it, . you were miſerab- 
ly. mittaken, and may return-to us again-: for we have 
more rational Certainty than: you have,and you have no 
more infallible Certaintythanwe. You think you are :. 
reafombly aſlured that your Church is. infallible ;. and. * 

| then: 
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then you take up your Religion upon truft from your 
Church,without, and many times againſt Senſe and Rea» 
ſon, according as it happens ; ſo that you have onely a 
general aſſurance of the Tnfallibility of your Church, and 
that no greater than Proteſtants pretend toin other caſes, 
viz, the certainty of Reaſon and Argument ; but have 
not ſo much as a rational aſſurance of the truth of your 

particular Do&rines ; that if you be miſtaken about the 
Infallibility of your Church, you muſt be miſerably mi- 
ſtaken about every thing-elfſe, which you have no other 
evidence for. But now we are 1n general aſſured, that 
the Scriptures are the Word of God, and in particular are 
a\lured,. that the Faith, which we profeſs, is agreeable to 

Scripture, or expreſly contained in it, and does not con- 
tradict either Senſe or Reaſon, nor any other Principle of 
Knowledge. So that we have as much aſſarance of eve 
ry Article of our Faith, as-you-have of the Infallibility of 
your Church ; and therefore have at leaft double and 
treble the aſſurance that you have, Burt it you know the 
Reaſons'of your Converfion , I defire to know of you , 
What made you think; that you wanted Certainty in the 

Churchof England 8 


Conv. Becauſe with you every- man is-left to his owrr 


_ private Reaſon and Judgment, the effefts of which, are 


very viſible in that infinite variety of Sects among you, 
which ſhews what an uncertain thing your Reaſon is; 
that. ſo-few judge alike of the power and validity of the: 
fame Reaſons. : OY Sa 
Prot: And: were you-not ſenſible at the- fame: time, 
that you: were left to your own Reaſon and Judgment, 
when you turned: Papiſt 2+ Are you not-ſenſfible, that 
men do as little agree about your Reaſons for Tnfallibili-- 
ty, as they do about any Proteſtant Reaſons? '' Db not T* 
know the Reaſons alledged by you for the Infatlibility of 
Yours 
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your Church as well as. you do : And do we not ſtill dif- 
fer about them? And is not this as muchan Argument 
of the uncertainty of thoſe Reaſons, which make you a 
Papiſt, that they cannot make mea Papiſt, as the diſſent 
of Proteſtants in other matters, is of the uncertainty of 
their Reaſons? Could you indeed be infallibly aſſured of 
the Infallibility of your Church, I grant you would have 
the advantage of us, but while you found your belief of 
Infallibility upon ſuch an uncertain Principle,as you think 
Reaſon is ; if certainty had been your only aim, you 
might as well have continued in the Church of Zgland, 
as have gone over to Rome. 

This abundantly ſhews what a ridiculous thing it is for 
a Proteſtant to be diſputed out of his Church and Religt- 
on, upon a pretence of more infallible certainty in the 
Church ef Rome : Were they indeed inſpired with an in- 


_ fallible afſurance, that the Church of Rome is Infallible, 


there might be ſome pretence for this ; but an Infallibili- 
ty which has no better foundation than mens private Rea- 
ſon, and private Judgment, is no Infallibility, but has all 
the fame uncertainties, which they charge on the Prote- 
ſtantFaith, and a great deal more, becaule it is not found- 
cd upon ſuch great and certain Reaſons. 


The plain truth is, men may be taught from their In- 


fancy to believe the Church Infallible, and when they are 
grown up, may take it, without examination, for a firſt 
and ſelf-evident Principle, - and think this an infallible 
Faith : but men who underſtand the difference between 
the evidence of Reaſon and Infallibility, can never found 
an infallible Faith on Reaſon, nor think that a man who 
1s reaſoned into the- belief of the Infallibility of the 
Church, is more infallible in his Faith, than a Proteſtant 


is: And ſucha man will ſee no reaſon to quit the Church | 


of Eng/and,tor the ſake of an infallible Faith ; for though 
they 
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' they had an infallible Guide, yet Reafon cannot give them 

an.infallible aſſurance of it, but can riſe no higher at moſt 
than a Proteſtant certainty. 

2. It is impoſſible alſo by Reaſon to prove, that men 
muſt not uſe their own Reaſon and Judgment in matters 
of Religion. If any man ſhould attempt to perſwade 
you of this, ask him, Why then he goes about to diſpute 
with you about Religion ? whether men can diſpute 
without uſing ther own Reaſon and Judgment 2 whe- 
ther they can be convinced without it 2 whether his of- 
fering to diſpute with you againſt the uſe of your Rea- 


ſon, does not prove him ridiculous and abſurd 2 For if 
you muſt not uſe your Reaſon, why does he appeal to 


your Reaſon? And whether you ſhould not be as ridi- 
culous and abſurd as he, if by his Reaſons and Arguments 


you-ſhould:be perſwaded to condemn the uſe of Reaſon - 


in Religion? Which would be the ſame at to do, what 
you condemn, to uſe your Reaſon when you condemn 
it, If you muſt not uſe your Reaſon and private Judg- 
ment,. then you muſt not by any Reaſons be perſwaded 
to condemn the uſe of Reaſon; for to condemn is an a@&- 


of Judgment, which'you muſt-nor uſe in matters of Re- 


ligion. So that this is a point which no man can diſpute 
agarnſt, and which no man can can be convinced of by di- 
ſputing, without the reproach of ſelf-contradiction. 

This is an honourable way of filencing theſe trouble-- 
ſome and clamorous Diſputants, to let them ſee; that 
their - Principles will not allow. of Diſputing, and that 
ſome of their Fundamental DoQrines, which they impoſe 
upon the World,are a dire& contradiction to all Diſputes, 
for the very admitting of a Diſpute, confutes them ; and 
the meaneſt man; may. quickly ſay more in this Cauſe, . 
than their greateſt Diſputants can anſwer. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP, I. | 
Concerning the ſeveral Topicks of Diſpnte. 
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Concerning Arguments from Reaſon, 


Zo HE next DireCtion relates to the Topicks from 
which they Diſpute ; which are, either Rea- 
ſon, Scripture, or the Authority of the ancient Fathers 
and Writers of the Chriſtian Church; for the infallible 
Authority of Popes, or General Councils, is the thing in 
diſpute between us, -and therefore can'-prove nothing, till 
that be firſt proved by ſomething elſe. ... ; 
x. To begin then with Reaſon: Now we doallow of © 
Reaſon in matters of Religion ; and our Adverſaries pre= 2: 
tend to uſe it, when they think it will ſerve their turn, 
and rail at it, and deſpiſe it, when it is againſt them. > 
Not that we make Natural Reaſon the Rule or the 
Meaſure of our Faith ; for to believe nothing but what 
may be proved by Natural Reaſon, is to reject Revelati- 
on, or to deſtroy the neceſſity of it ; For what uſe is there: 
of a Revelation, or at leaſt what neceſlity of it, if nothing 
mult be revealed, but what might have been known by 
Natural Reaſon without Revelation ; or at leaſt what 
| Natural Reaſon can fully comprehend, when it is reveal- 
ed 2 But though we believe ſuch things, when they are 
revealed by God, which Natural Reaſon could never 
have taught us, and which Natural Reaſon does not ſee 
the depths and myſteries of ; and therefore do not ſtint 
our 
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our Faith, and confine it within the narrow bounds of 
Natural Reaſon ; yet we uſe our Reaſon to diſtinguiſh a 
true from a counterfeit Revelation, and we uſe Reajon to 
underſtand a Revelation ; and we Reaſon and Argue 
from revealed Principles, as we do from the Principles 
of Natural Knowledge : As from that Natural Principle, 
that there is but one God, we might conclude, without a 
Revelation, that we muſt worſhip but one God: ſo from 
that revealed Doctrine of one Mediator between God 
and Man, we may as fafely conclude, that we muſt make 
our Applications, and offer up our Prayers and Petiti- 
ons to God, only by this one Mediator ; and fo in other 
caſes. 

Now to direct Proteſtants how to ſecure themſelves 
from being impoſed on by the fallacious Reaſoning of Ro- 
man Prieſts : I ſhall take notice of ſome of the chief faults 
in their way of Reaſoning ; and when theſe are once 
known, it will be an eafie matter for men of ordinary 
underſtandings, to deteCt their Sophiſtry. 

1. As firſt, we muſt allow of no Reaſon againſt the 
Authority of plain and expreſs Scripture : This all men 
muſt grant, who allow the Authority of Scripture to be 
ſuperiour. to Natural Reaſon ; for though Scripture can- 
not contraditt plain, and neceſſary, and eternal Reaſons, 
z.e. what the univerſal Reaſon of Mankind teaches for a 
neceſſary and eternal Truth; yet God may command 
ſuch things, as we ſee no Natural Reafon for, and forbid 
ſuch things as we ſee no Natural Reaſon againſt ; nay, it 
may be;: when we think there are-plauſible Reaſons a- 
gainft.whar God commands, and for what he forbids : 
But in all ſuch caſesa Divine Law muſt take place againſt 
our uncertain Reaſonings; for we may reaſonably con- 
clude, thar God underſtands the Reaſons and Natures of 
things, better than we do. 
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As for inſtance, when tizere is ſuch an expreſs Law as, 
Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and him only ſhalt 
thou ſerve : No reaſon in the World can juſtifie the Wor- 
{hip of any other Being, good or bad Spirits, beſtdes God, 
becaute there is an expreſs Law againit it, and no Rea- 
ſon can take place againſt a Law. Thelike may be ſaid 
of the ſecond Commandment, Thou ſhalr not make to thy 
ſeif any graven Image, nor the likeneſs of any thing which 
is in hexuex above, or in the earth beneath, or in the wa- 
ters wader the earth, thou ſhalt not bow down to them, nor 
worſhip them, Which is fo exprels a Law againſt I- 
mage-Worſhip, that no Reaſon muſt be admitted for it. 
No man nrzed to trouble himſelf to anſwer the Reaſons 
urged for ſuch Practices, tor na Reafons ought to be al- 
lowed, nor any Diſpute admitted againſt tuch expreſs 
Laws. : 

This, I ſuppoſe, all men will grant : but then the difit- 
culty is, What is an expreſs Law ? For the Sence of the 
Law is the Law ; and if there may be ſuch a Sence put 
on the words, as will reconcile theſe Reaſons with the 


Law, we mult not fay then, that ſuch Reaſons are a- 


gainſt the Law, when, though they may be againſt the 


Law in ſome ſence, yet they are conſiſtent with other” 


ſences of rhe Law ; and it is moſt likely, that is the true 
ſence of the Law, which has the beſt reaſon on its 
fide. - 
Tt muſt be confeſſed, there is ſome truth inthis, when 
the words of the Law are capable of different ſences, and 
Reaſon is for one ſence, and the other fence againſt Rea- 
ſon, there it is fit, that a plain and neceflary Reaſon 
ſhould expound the Law : but when the Law is not ca- 
pable of ſuch different ſences, or there is no ſuch reaſon as 
makes one ſence abſurd, and the other neceſſary, the 
Law muſt be expounded according to the moſt plain and. 
obvious. 
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obvious ſignification of the Words, though it ſhould 
condemn that, which we think, there may be ſome rea- 
ſon for, or at leaſt no reaſon againſt ; tor otherwile it is 
an eaſie matter to expound away all the Laws of God. 
To be ſure all men muſt grant, that ſuch Reaſons as de- 
ſtroy the Law, or put an abſurd or impoſſible ſence on 
it, are againſt the Law, and therefore muſt be reje&ed, 
how plauſible ſoever they appear: As for inſtance, Some 
there are, who to excuſe the Church of Rome from TIdo- 
latry in Worſhipping Saints, and Angels, and the Virgin 
Mary, poſitively affirm, that no man can be guilty of [- 
dolatry, who worſhips one Supreme God; as a late Au- 


thor expreſly teaches : As for the Invocation of Saints, un- Reaſons ſords. 


leſs they Worſhip them as the Supreme God, the Charge of 
Tdolatry is an idle word; and the Adoration it ſelf, which 
is given to them as Saints, is a dire Proteſtation againſt 
Idolatry, becauſe it ſuppoſes a Superiour Deity ; and that 


ſuppoſition cuts off the very being of Idolatry. Now, not 


to examine what force there is in this Reaſon, our preſent 
enquiry is onely , How this agrees with the firſt Com- 
mandment, 7hou ſhalt have none other God's before me ? be- 
fore my Face, as It is in the Zebrew: Which ſuppoſes an 
acknowledgment of the Supreme God, together with o- 
ther Gods; for otherwiſe, though they Worſhip other 
Gods, they do not do it before the Face of God, while 
they fee him, as it were, preſent before them : to wor- 
ſhip other Gods in the preſence of the Supreme God, or 
before his Face, as that Phraſe ſignifies, is to worſhip 
them together with him ; and therefore this 1s well ex- 
preſſed by the Septuagint, by 7a $47, beſides me; which 
ſuppoſes that they Worſhipped him too. And our Savi- 


our expounds this Law by, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord", 


thy God, and him onely ſhalt thou ſerve. So that this. 


Reaſon, That there can be no Idolatry, where the Lord 
E 2 | | Tebo- 
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Jehovah is Worſhipped as the Supreme God, contradi&s 


the very letter of tis Law. 

How then does this Author get rid of the firſt Com. 
mandment 2 Truly by laying it all afide : for he gives 
this as the whote Sence of the firſt Commandment, That 
God enjoyns the Worſhip of himſelf, who, by his Almighty 
Power, had delivered them from their Xgyptian Bondage 
Bur is this all that theſe words, Thou fhalt have no other 
Gods before me, ſignifies? The Worſhip of God indeed 
is ſuppoſed in them ; but the expreſs words of the Law, 
are not for the Worſhip of the Lord Jehovah, bur againſt 
the Worſhip of any other Gods, before him, or beſides 
him: But according to our new Expoſitor, this is no 
part of the Law, though according to the expreſs words, 
It is the principal, if not the whole meaning of it. 

If this Argument be good, viz. That Idolatry is no- 
thing elſe, but the Worſhip of other Beings beſides the 
Lord Fehovah, as Supreme Gods, then other Gods, in this 
Commandment, muſt ſignific other Szpreme Gods; and 
then the Commandment runs thus : Thou ſhalt have no 
other ſupreme God's before me. Now this isa very abſurd 
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ſence, becauſe it ſuppoſes, that men may Believe and Wor- | 
ſhip more Supreme Gods than one; for if there can be but | 
one Supreme God, and by Gods in the Commandment,be * 


meant Supreme Gods, then it is abſurd to forbid any man_ | 
to have other Supreme Gods, becauſe no man canacknow:. ' 


ledge two Supremes: It ſhould have been, Thou ſhalt not 
hive any other God beſides me, not Gods : For thd it had 
been poſſible for them to have acknowledged fome other 
God to be Supreme, and rejeCted the Lord Fehovah from 
being Supreme, yer they could not have other Supreme 


Gods. But it is evident, that God here forbids the Wor- 


ſhip of a Plurality of Gods, of other Gods; and therefore 
they could not all be Supreme Gods. | 
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But ſuppoſe it had been azy other God in the ſingle 
number, yet to underſtand this of a Supreme God, is 
very abſurd ; becauſe there js no other ſupreme God, 
but the Lord Fehovah, and thoſe who worſhip but one 
Supreme God, worſhip him, and none elſe. For a ſu- 
preme God-is not to be pointed at, 1s not to be diſtin- 
guifhed by his Perſon or Features, as one man is diſtin- 
guiſhed from another : indeed a Prince may properly 
ſay to his Subje&s, You ſhall own none but me for your 
King, becauſe they know his Perſon, and can diſtinguiſh 
him from all other men. But the Jews never ſaw God, 
nor any likeneſs or fimilitude of him ; they were not 
acquainted with his Perſon, nor could they diſtinguiſh 
him from other Gods, by any perſonal CharaGters ; 
they knew him onely by his Notion and Charatter of 
the Supreme Being, who made'the World and all things 
init, and brought them'by a mighty Hand out of the 
Land of A#gypr.' 'Now does it not ſound very ſtrange, 
that 'the Supreme God, who is known onely by this 
CharaQer, that he 1s Supreme, the Great Creator and So- 
veraign Lord of the World, ſhould make a Law, that 
we ſhould worflip no other Supreme God but himſelf; 
when it is abfolytely impoſſible, that. he, who worſhips 
a Supreme and' Soverazgn God, fhoald worſhip any 0- 
ther God but himſelf, becanſe he atone is the' Supreme 
God ; and therefore thofe , who, wotſhip the Supreme 
God, undey this Notion as'Supretnie/ worſhip him, and 
no other Beigg., So rhar if' we wilt nike ſence of it, 
the meaning” of the firſt Cotnmandimetit' is plainly this : 
Thon-thalt not :give' Divine Honours to. any other Be- 
ings, as to inferivar Gods, as. the Idolatrous Prafice of 
the World now is, which worſhips'a great many things 
for Gods ; but- thou ſhalt worſhip onely one Supreme 
and Soveraign Being, the Maker and Soveraign Lord -” 
tne 
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the World, which is I my felf, the Lord Fehovah, who 
brought thee out of the Land of Agypr , out of the 
Houte of Bondage, When the Supream God com- 
mands us to worthip himſelf, the meaning mult be, that 
we pay our Worſhip and Adorations to a Supream Be- 
ing, conſidered as Supream ; and he who worſhips ſuch 
a Supream Being, worſhips the true God, whom we can 
diſtinguiſh from falſe Gods only by this CharaGter, -that 
he is Supream : And when this Supream Being forbids 
us to worſhip any other Gods, it muſt ſignifie, that we 
muſt worſhip nothing which 1s not Supream, not that 
we muſt not believe that wluch is not Supream to be 


the Supream God; which would be ridiculous Nonlence, 


to command them not to own that Being tor the Su- 
pream God, which they know not to be Supream. 

But it may. be ſaid, that the Heathens did worſhip 
ſome Beings, who were not the Supream God, as Su- 
pream, as this Author tells us, they did the Sun, though 
no body told him ſo, that I know of; for Macreb:us, 
whom he cites in this Cauſe, does not ſay, that they 
worſhipped the Sun as Supream God, though he ſays 
that moſt of the Gods they worſhipped did Fonific the 
Sun : But ſuppoſe the Sun were the chief Object of their 
Worſhip, and look'd on as the greateſt and moſt prin- 
cipal God, this does not prove that they worſhipped it as 
the Supream God : for theſe are two very different 
things to be worſhipped as the chief God, which ſuch a 
People have, and to be worſhipped under the Notion of 
Abſolutely Supreame. Some Pagan Idolaters might 


worſhip a Creature as their chief and greateſt Deity, 


and might call it their great, their greateſt God, becauſe 
it i5 the greateſt God they have ; their King and Prince 
of Gods, as Mr. Seldey tells us, they called the Sun, as 
being the chief Planet who direGed and on the 
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Influences ol tie reſt, not as the Maker of the World, 
as tinis Author aiferts: But thoſe who direct their 
Worthip to a Suvream and Soveraign Being, conſidered 
23S 1-iolutely Supream, infinite jn all PerteCtions, the 
Maker and Governour of-the whole World, can under 
this Notion worſhip no other but theLord Jehovah, be- 
ca'1e there 1s no other Supream God but he. Which 
ſhews, rhat the firſt Commandment is fo far from for- 
bi:1dinz the Worſhip of other Suprcam Gods, beſides the 
Loic j-hovah, that to make ſenſe oi it, theſe other Gods 
muit t- expounded not of Supream, but inferiour Det- 
tics; and it is fo far from being the Notion of [dolatry, 
to worthip other Supream Beings, beſides the Lord Fe- 
howvah, that it 1s Nonſence to iuppoſe it. The true No- 
tion of Idolatry in the firſt Commandment, tis to wor- 
ſhip ſome Inferiour Beings, together with the Supream 
God : It isa groſler fort of Idolatry, when men wholly 

egk@ the Worthip of the Supream God, and worſhip 
ſome Creature for their greateſt and chiefeſt God; and 
it is worſe ſtill, when men worſhip bad Spirits, than 
when they worſhip good Spirits, togerher with the Su- 
pream God : but-it is evident, this Law condemns the 
Worſhip+ of any Infericur Beings, though .we do alfo 
worſhip the Supream God. 

I ſhall give but one Inſtance more of this nature, and 
that is, the ſecond Commandment , which in ſuch ex- 
preſs words forbids the Worſhip of a!l Images, of what 
kind or nature ſoever., Now whatever Reaſons men 
may imagine there are for the Worſhip of Images, they 
can be of no force againſt an expreſs Law : And if theſe 
words be not expreſs, Thou ſhalt not make to thy ſelf any 
graven image, &c. I deſpair of ever feeing-an expreſs 
Law. For had God intended by this Law to forbid the 
Worſhip of any Images, under what notion or reſpects 

loever, 
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ſoever, I would defire to know what more ſignificant 
and comprehenſive words could have been uſed to have 
declared his mind, unleſs he had expreſly reje&ted thoſe 
falſe Interpretations, which the Patrons of Image-Wor- 
ſhip have ſince invented, but were never thought on at 
that time. ® : 

The ſame Author, whom I have ſo often mentioned, 
having expounded the firſt Commandment only to a 
poſitive ſence, not to forbid the Worfhip of other Gods, 
but only to command the Worſhip of the Lord Fehovah, 
expreſly contrary to the very letter and plain ſence of the 
Law ; agreeably to this,he makes the ſecond Command- 
ment only to forbid the Worſhip of Idols or falſe Gods, 
and not that neither, unleſs they take them for the Su- 
pream Deity. - His words are thele : 

In the next place, he forbids them the Worſhip of all 
Idols, i.e. as himſelf deſcribes them, the likeneſs or ſinilz- 


tude of any thing that is in Heaven above, or in the Earth: 


beneath, or in the Water under the Earth. A plain and 
indeed a logical definition this, that Idolatry u giving the 
Worſhip of the Supream God to any created, corporeal, or 


viſihle-Deity, or any thing that can be repreſented by an 
Image, which nothing b#t corporeal Beings can, aud *o ſup- 
poſe ſuch a Being the Supream Deity, 1 the only true and. 


proper Idolatry. Now let any man judge, whether this 
be not ſuch a gloſs as utterly deſtroys the Text. 

As for his Worſhip of 7dels, there is no-{uch ward in 
the Law, but Images, Likenefles, Similitudes ;; but yet 
I will not diſpute about this, for an /de/ does not only 
ſignifie-a falſe God, but the Images either of falſe Gods, 
or falſe and corporeal Images of the trueGod. For rhe 
1gols of the Eeathens, as the Plalmiſt tells us, are felwer, 
and gold, the work of mens hands; which can. relate to 
nothing but Images and Piftures : for corporeal Deities, 

Which 
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| which were made by God, are not the work of mens hands. 

Now Zdoltry, he fays, i giving the Worſhip of the 
Supreme God to any created, corporeal, or vifible Deity, 
or any thing which can be repreſented by an Image, which 
wothing but corporeal Beings can. Now how plain and l6- 
 gical loever this definition of [dolatry be, there is not a 


 . | word of it in the Text. That forbids not the Worſhip 
|! of any created, corporeal, or viſible Deity, ( which is 
k.-3 forbid in the firſt Commandment) but only the Wor- 


ſhip of Images, the likeneſs of any thing in Heaven, or 
Earth, or in the Water under the Earth. Now an Image 
" - differs- from the thing whoſe Image it 15s. And it is a 
» | very ſtrange Expoſition of the ſecond Commandment, i 
ans which forbids nothing elſe but the Worſhip of Images, ll * 
to take no notice of the Worſhip. of Images as forbid 'in 


Deities, and nothing elſe, appear to be forbid by this- 


E 1 it. According to this gloſs upon the Law, a man may ON 
- | worſhipten thouſand Images and PiQtures, ſo he do not 
11 | worſhipany viſible and corporeal Deity, and not break 

4 } this Commandment ; which I think is not to give the 

© | fſcnceof the Law, but to expound it away. 

4 [ But how does the Worſhip of corporeal and viſible 

un, = 


- =} Law, which mentions nothing at all but the likeneſs of 
d. * things in Heaven, and Earth, and Water 2 Why, our 
S = learned Author imagines that no Images can be made, 

2 - but onely for corporeal and viſible Deities, beeauſe no- 
n * thing but corporeal Beings can be repreſented by an I- 


t > mage: which Conceit is worth its weight in Gold ; for 
y | itevidently proves, that there are no Pictures of God 
S, ® trheFather, norof the Trinity, in the Church of Rome, 
e | becauſe they arenot corporeal Deities, and therefore can- 
7, |} not be repreſented by an Image : fo miſerably have all 
© if Travellers been miſtaken, who tell us of a great many 
4 3 _ ſuch Pictures, and not very decent ones neither. There 
a | F can 
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can indeed be no Pifture or Tmage to repreſent the like- 
neſs and ſimilitude of an incorporeal God, but yet the 
viſible parts of Heaven and Earth, and the viſible Crea- 
tures in them, may be repreſented by Images, and the 
Images of ſuch viſible things may be made the ſymbo- 
lical repreſentations of inviſible and incorporeal Deities ; 
and ſuch inviſible and incorporeal Deities may be war- 
ſhipped in the likeneſs and ſimilitude of corporeal things ; 
and then I am ſure to forbid the Worſhip of Images may 
fignifie ſomething more than meerly to forbid rhe Wor- 
thip of ſome viſible and corporeal Deities ; for it may 
ſignifie the Worſhip of mviſible and incorporeal.Deirics, 
by viſible Images. But I perceive he mnagined, that 
when God forbad them to make and worſhip the like- 


neſs of any thing in Heaven, in-Earth, or in the Waters 


under the Earth, he only forbad the Worſhip of thoſe 
Beings, whoſe likeneſs or Images they made ; whereas 
all men know, that thoſe very Idolaters who worſhip- 
ped theſe glorious parts of the Creation ; did not repre- 
ſent them 1n their-proper likeneſſes and figures; and that 
thoſe who worſhipped inviſible and.incorporeal Beings, 
did it by material -and inviſible figures, which plainly 
proves, that when God forbad the Worſhip of Images, 
-he had not reſpe& meerly to viſible and corporeal Dei- 
ries, but forbad Image-worſhip, whether they were the 
Images of viſible and'corporeal, or of inviſible and.incor- 
poreal Deities. | | 

Our Author durſt-not ſay (as the Roman Advocates 
do) that God in the ſecond Commandment only for- 
bids the Worſhip of Images as Gods; which is fuch glo- 
-rious Nonſence, that he could not digeſt it : and. there- 


.' fore he ſuppoſes, that God does not torbid the Worſhip © 
-of Images at all , but only of ſuch Corporeal Deities 'as * 
may be repreſented by Images ; which is a mere gentile ! 
way » 
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A Preſervative again POPERY. 
way of diſcarding the ſecond Commandment, than to 
leave it out of their Books of Devotions, _ But if he will 
ſtand to this, he condemns the Popiſh Worſhip of dead 
Men and Women, for they are corporeal Deities; nay, 
of Chriſt himſelf, conſtdered as a man, who might be 
repreſented by an Image or Piture. And thus I doubt 
he has done the Church of Rome no kindneſs at all: for 
rhis is a Demonſtration againſt the Worſhip of Saints, 
and the Virgin Mary, becauſe they are created, corporeal, 
and viſible Beings, who may be repreſented by Images; 
and he has rhought of an Argument againſt Images, 
which neither the Scripture, nor the Church of Rome, 
know any thing of : The Church of Reme thinks it a 
good Argument for the Images of Chriſt, and the Saints, 
and the Virgin Mary, that they are repreſentable by I- 
mages and Pi&tures ; and therefore there can be no hure 
in ſuch Images: And the Scripture perpetually urges 
that Argument againſt Images, that the Deity cannot be 
repreſented by an Image ; but neitheir of theſe _ 
ments are good, if our Author's Notion be good : For 
then to worſhip ſuch corporeal Beings, as may be re- 
preſented by Images, is to worſhip corporeal Gods, 
which 1s Idolatry.. And there is no danger in the Ima- 
es of an incorporeal Deity, which cannor repreſent the 
God for which they are made ; for whatever the Image 
be, this is not to worſhip a corporeal God, ſince we 
know him to be incorporeal, and therefore it is not Ido- 
latry. 

i he has one Salvo till to excuſe thoſe from I- 
dolatry, who worſhip even corporeal Gods, ( for he 
ſpeaks not a word of worſhipping the Images of any 
(ods) that they are not Idolaters, unlefs they worſhi 
ſuch corporeal Gods, ſuppoſing them to be the Swpreal 
Deity ; whereby he explains what he means by giving 
F 2 the 
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the War fhip of the Supream God to any created, corporeal, 
or viſible Deity ; viz. to think ſuch a God to be the Su- 
pream God, is to worfhip it as Supream.- And thus thoſe 
who worſhipped the Sun, not thinking him to be the 
Supream God, but the chief Miniſter of Providence un- 
der the Supream God, with reference to this Lower 
World, as moſt of the Sun-Idolaters ſeemed to do, were 
not Idolaters. Nay, very few of the Philoſophers, 
though they worſhipped their Country Gods, were [- 
dolaters, ; rare neither did not believe them to be 
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any Gods, or at {caſt not to be the Supream; as it is 
certain Socrates, and Plato, and Tully, and many others, 
did not. | 

But it is plain, that to worſhip the Supream God, is 
not meerly to ſuppoſe him to be Supream ; for St. Pal | 
reils us, that there were ſome, who knew God, but ! 
did not worfhip him as God: and therefore there {| 
is an external and viſible Worſhip, which is due to the 
Supream God, as well as the belief, that he is Supream. 
And if this Worſhip which 1s due to the Supream God, 
{ be given to any Being which we our ſelves do not be- 
7 lieve to be Supream, we are Idolaters; and then though F 
| we donot believe the Gods we worſhip to be Supream,. | 
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any kind or degree of Religious Worthip ( or which is 
uſed as an At of Religion, not as common and civil 
Reſpects) is Idolatry. This Commandment brings it as 
low as meerly. bowing to an Image, and then I doubt no 
other A& of Religious Worthip can eſcape the Charge 
of Idolatry. | 

But though it is not my buſineſs to perſue this Au- ' 
thor, I cannot paſs over the very next Paragraph, where 
he obſerves, Though there may ſeem to be two ſorts of it ; 
(this Idolatry in worſhipping Corporeal Beings) Firſt, ei- | 
ther to worſhip a material and created Being, as the Supream | 
Detty : 
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Deity : Or ſecondly, to aſcribe any corporeal form or ſhape 
to. the Divine Nature,yet in reſult,both are but one ; for to 
aſcribe unto the Supreme God any corporeal form , is the ſame 
thing as to worſhip a created Being , for ſo is every corporeal 
Subſtance. Which is a very wondertul Paragraph : for 
thus ſome of the Ancient Chriſtians, who beiteved God to 
be Corporeal, (as Tertullian himſelf did) but yet did nor 
believe that he was created,but that he created all things, 
were as very Idoſaters, as thoſe who worſhipped the Sun 
or Earth : And I would gladly know,who thoſe men are, 
who aſcribe unto the Supreme God, a Corporeal form, ' 
and yet think, that he was created. I am apt to think 
they difler a little in their Philoſophy from our Author, 
and did believe that a Corporeal Supreme Deity might 
be uncreated ; and then, I ſuppoſe, there may be ſome 
difference alſo between their worſhipping a Corporeal 
Created, and a Corporeal Uncreated God , at leaſt it 
mens Belief and Opinions of things makes a difference, 
as this Author muſt allow ; for, it I underſtand him, to 
worſhip a Corporeal Being, without believing it to be Sy- 
preme, does not make them Idolaters, but if they be- 
lieve it Supreme, 1t does; and by the ſame reaſon, thg 
to worſhip a Supreme Corporeal Created Deity ( if that 
be not a contradiQion ) be Idolatry, yet to worſhip a 
Corporcal, which they believe to be an Uncreated Deity, 
is no Idolatry : For though I believe, with our Author, 
that all Corporeal Beings are created, yet, ] ſuppoſe, thoſe 
who believed God to be Corporeal, did not believe, that 
every thing, that is Corporeal, was created. 

So that the firſt and ſecond Commandments are very 
Plain and"expreſs Laws, the one forbidding the Religious 
Worſhip of all inferiour Beings,Corporeal,or Incorporeal, 
with or without the Supream God, or forbidding the 
Worſhip of all other Beings but the Supreme God; =_ 

Orner 
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other forbidding the External and Viſible Worſhip of a- 


ny material Images and Pittures: And'though Fam cer- 
tain, there can be no' good Arguments to juſtifie fuch 
Praices as are forbid by thefe Laws, yet no Chriſtian 
need trouble himſelf ro anſwer them, for be they what 
they will, it is a ſufficient anſwer to them, to ſay, They 
are againſt an expreſs Law. | | 
2. Another Rule is, ih matters of Faith, or in ſuch 
things as can be known onely by Revelation, Not to 
build our Faith upon any Reafon, without the Authorti- 


ty of Scripture. That this may be the better under- . 


ſtood, I ſhall briefly ſhew what theſe things are, which 
can be known onely by Revelation, and therefore which 


every Proteſtant ſhould deniand a plain Scripture-proof 


for, before he believes them, whatever Reaſons are pre- 

tended for them : As, | 
1. Whatever depends folely upon the Will and Ap 

pointment of God, which God might do,. or might not 


do, as he pleaſed. In fuch cafes our onely inquiry is, 


What God has done? And this can be known onely by 
Revelation ; for Reaſon cannot diſcover it, becauſe it de- 
pends not upon any neceſſary Reaſon, but on the free 
and arbitrary appointment of God: as St. Paul tells us, 


That as no man knows the things of a man, But the ſpirit of | 


man, that is in him; ſo no man knoweth the things of God, 
but the ſpirit of God : Taat is, as no man can tell the ſe- 
cret thoughts and purpoſes of a man, nor how he will 
determine himſelf in matters of his own free Choice and 
Ele&tion : fo what depends purely napon the Will of God, 
is known onely to the Spirit of God, and therefore can 
be made known to us only by Revelation. 
Many ſuch things there are in diſpute between us and 
the Church of Rome, which depend fo intirely upon the 
Will of God, that they may be, or may not be, as God 
pleaſes. As for inſtance: No 
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No man, nor company of mea can be Infallible, un- 
leſs God beſtow Infallibility on them; for Infallibili- 
ty is not a natural Endowment, but a ſupernatural Gift ; 
a | and therefore no reaſon can prove, the Biſhop of Rome, 
' = or a General Council to be [nfalkble. God may make 


4 { them Tafallible if he pleaſes , and if he pleaſes, he may 

J { not do it: and therefore our only inquiry here is, What 

n | God has done? And this can be known only by Revela- 
* tion, 

'9 ; 


Thus that the Church of Rowe only, and thoſe Chur- 
: ches that are-in.Communion with her, ſhould be the Ca- 
> | tholick Church, and theBiſhop of Rowe the Occumeni- 
x | cal Paſtor, andthe Center of Catholick-Unity muſt de- 
£ | pend wholly upon Inſtitution, for nothing but the Will 
| and Appointment of God, can give this Preheminence 
" F and Prerqgative to the Church and Biſhop of Rome, a-. 
| bove all other; Churches and;Biſhops. ;No reaſon then 
can prove this without plain and expreſs Scripture to 
' # proveſuch anlnſtitution. 
* | Were there nothing, in Scripture or Reaſon to prove, 
| that the Sacramento. che.Lord'sSupper.is nota propiti« 
” atory Sacrifice for the Livingand the Dead, yet,no:Rea 
© fon can prove, hat it-is : ;For the vertye and acceptati- 
on of a Sacrifice, -intirely, depends upon-the will and ap- 
pointment of God, at leaſt ſo, far, that no-Sacrifice .can;be 
Propitiatory without jt : And therefore, there can be no 
other proot,.that the Mais.isa propitiatory Sacrifice, but 
A — of GoJ's land Toftitetion, that. it ſhall 
E beſo. | Rees E; on 
 þ 2». Thoſe thingsali»can he proved onlyby Scripture, 
 F which aredone1a the other World, which is anuonknown 
and invifable State to. 115,.;c.ny farther than:the Screpture 
has revealedit :, and men may morereaſonably, expect to 
find aut, | by. the, power: 0i:Reafan, what iswone my 
ay 
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day. in China, or the moſt remote and unknown parts 
the Earth, than what is done in the other World. And 
then there are a great many things wherein you 
mult reject all pretences to Reaſon, any farther than it is 
ſupported. by plain and evident Scripture. As to give 
ſome inſtances of this allo : 

1, No Reaſon can prove, that there 1s ſuch a place as 
Purgatory, for that is an inviſible place in the other 
World; if there be any ſuch place, no man living ever 
ſawit ; and then how can any man know, that there is 
ſuch a place, unleſs it be revealed 2 Toattempt to prove 
that there is ſuch a place as Purgatory, meerly by Rea- 
ſon, is juſt asif a man, who had ſome general notion of 
an Inquiſition, but never had any credible information, 
that there aCftually was any ſuch place, ſhould undertake 
to prove, by Reaſon, that there is and muſt be ſuch a 
place as the Inquiſition ; though he would happen to 
gueſs right, yet it is certain his Reaſons ſignified nothing ; 


tor ſome Countries have the Inquiſition, and ſome have 


not ; and therefore there might have been no Inquiſition 
any where, how ſtrong ſoever the Reaſons for it might 
be thought to be. We may as well deſcribe, by the 
power of Reaſon, the World in the Moon, and what kind 
of Inhabitants there are there, by what Laws they live, 
what their Buſineſs, what their Pleaſures, and what their 
Puniſhments are, as pretend to prove, that there is a Pur- 
gatory in the next World, ' for they are both equally -un- 
known to us ; and if Reaſon cannot prove that there is 
ſuch a placeas Purgatory, nothing elſe which relates to 
Purgatory, can be proved by Reaſon. | 
2. Nor can we know what the ſtate of Saints in Hea- 
ven is, without a Revelation, for no man has been there 
to ſee: the ſtate of the other World is ſuch things as nei- 
ther Eye hath ſeen, nor Ear heard, neither hath it entred 
uo 


BF 90, REN 


A Preſerwative againft POPERT. 


into the Heart of man to conceive. And then I cannot 
underſtand how we ſhould know theſe things by Rea- 
ſon. 

The Church of Rome teaches us to Pray to Saints, and 
to flie to their Help and Aid : And there are a great ma- 
ny things which a wiſe man would defire to know, be- 
fore he can think it fit topray to them ; which yet it is 
1mpoſlible to know, without a Revelation : as, Whether 
the Saints we dire& our Prayers to, be in Heaven 2 
Which is very fit to be known, and yet can certainly be 
known but of a very few of that vaſt number, that are 
worſhipped in the Church of Rome ; the Apoſtles of 
Chriſt, and the Virgin Mary, we have reaſon to believe 
are in Heaven, and we may hope well of others, but we 
cannot know it: No man can fee who is there, and 
bare hope, how ſtrong ſoever, is not a ſufficient foundg- 
tion for ſuch a Religious Invocation of unknown Saints, 
who, after all our perſwaſtons that they are in Heaven, 
may be in Hell, or at leaſt in Purgatory, where they 
want our Prayers, but are not ina condition to interceed 
for us. 

Thus it is very neceſſary to know, what the power 
and authority of the Saints in Heaven is, before we pray 
to them; for it 1s to no purpoſe to pray to them, unleſs 
we know they can help us. The Council of 7rext re- 
commends to us the Invocation of Saints, as of thoſe who 
reign with Chriſt in Heaven, and therefore have power 
and authority to preſent our Petitions, and procure thoſe 
Bleſſings we pray for. And if I could find any ſuch 
thing in Scripture, it would be a good reaſon to pray to 
them; but all the Arguments in the World cannot prove 
this without a Revelation: they may be in Heaven, and 
not be Mediators and Advocates. | 
- Thus, whateyer their power and Authority may be, it 
X | G Is 
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is to no purpoſe to pray to them, unleſs we are ſure, 
that they hear our Prayers; and this nothing but a Re- 
velation can aſſure us of; for no natural Reaſon can aſſure 
us, that meer Creatures, as the moſt glorious Saints in 
Heaven are, can hear our ſoft, nay mental Prayers, at 
ſuch a valt diſtance, as there is between Heaven and 
Earth. 

Such matters as theſe, which Reaſon can give us no 
a/lurance of, if they be to be proved at all, muſt be pro- 
ved by Scripture ; and theretore as the pretence of pro- 
ving theſe things by Reaſon is vain, fo no Proteſtant 
ſhould be ſo vain, as to trouble himſelf to anſwer fach 
Reaſons. 

But you'll fay, The Papiſts do pretend to prove theſe 
things by Scripture. I anſwer, So far it is very well ; 
and I onely deſire our Proteſtant to keep them to their 
Scripture-Proois, and toreject all their Reaſons ; and then 


let them ſee, what they can make of it. As for Scri-. 


Pture-Proofs, they ſhall be conſidered preſently. 


3. More particularly you muſt renounceall ſuch Rea-. 


ſons, as amount to no more than ſome May-bes and Pof- 
ſibilities ; for what only may be, may not be, and every 
thing that is poſlible, is not aEtually done. As for in- 


ſtance: When you ask theſe men, How you can be af- 


fured, that the Saints in Heaven can hear our Prayers? 
They offer to ſhew you by what ways this may be done: 
They may ſee all things in the Glaſs of the Trinity, and 
thereby know all things, that God knows. Which is 
but a may-be; and yet itis a more likely may-be, that 
there is no ſuch Glaſs as gives the Saints a comprehen- 
five view of all that is in God. Well, but God can re- 
veal all the Prayers to the Saints, which are: made to 
them on Earth. Very right! we diſpute not God's 
Power to do this, but deſire to know, whether he does 


if 
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it or not ; and his bare power to do it, does not prove 
that : But the Saints in Heaven may be informed of 
what is done on Earth, by thoſe who go from hence thi- 
ther, or by thoſe Miniſtring Angels who frequently paſs 
between Heaven and Earth : bur this may not be too ; 
and if it were, it would not” anſwer the purpoſes of 
Devotion : for in this way of intercourſe the News may 
come too Jate to the Saints, to whom we pray, for the 
Saints to do us any good : as, ſuppoſe a man pray to the 
Virgin Mary in the hour of Death, or in a great Storm at 
Sea, the man may be dead, and Ship wrackt before the 
Virgin knows of his Prayers, and may carry the firſt 
news of it into the other World himſelf. Such kind 
of May-bes and Conjectures as theſe, are a very ſorry 
Foundation for an Infallible Church to build her Faith 
on. 

4- You muſt reject.alfo all ſuch Reafons in Divine 
and Spiritual things, as are drawn from Earthy Patterns. 
A conſidering man would a little wonder, how a Papiſt 
ſhould ſo punQually determine what 1s done in the 0- 
ther World, without ſpeaking with any one who has 
ſeen it, and without having any Revelation about it, as 
I have already obſerved 3 but whoever conſiders many 
of their Arguments, will ſoon! find that they make this 
World'the Pattern'of the next, and reaſon from Senſible 
to-Spiritual things. 


Thus the' true Foundation of Saint-Worſhip is, that - 


men jadge of the Court of Heaven by the Courts of 
earthly Princes: The moſt effe&ual way to obrain any 
Requeſt of our Prince, is to addreſs our ſelves to ſome 
powerful Favourite ; and they take it for granted, that 
all Saints and'Angels in Heaven are ſuch Favourites, and 


.can obtain whatever they ask-; and therefore they pray 


very devoutly to them, and beg their” Interceſſion 
G 2 with 
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with God and their Saviour. Eſpecially in earthly 
Courts the Queen Mother 1s ſuppoſed to have a power- 
ful influence upon the young Prince her Son ; and there- 
fore they do not doubt but the Virgin Mary, the Mo- 
ther of Chriſt, can do what ſhe pleaſes with her Son; 
And fince it is generally obſerved, that Women are more 
ſoft, and tender, and compaſlionate, than men, they 
hope to gain that by her Interceſſion, which He, who 
died for them, would not grant without it ; and there- 
fore they beg her to ſhew her ſelt to be a Mother, that 
is, to take the Authority of a Mother upon her, and 
command her Son. Thus Princes and Great Men love 
to have their Pi&tures ſet up in publick places, and to 
have all civil ReſpeCts paid to them, which redounds to 
the honour of thoſe whole PiEtures they are ; and there- 
fore they imagine that this is as acceptable to Chriſt 
and the Saints, as it is to Men; as if the other World 
were nothing elſe but a new Scene of Senſe and Palli- 
on. 
Mankind 1s very apt to ſuch kind of Reaſonings as 
theſe; and indeed they can have no other, when they 
will undertake to gueſs at unſeen. and unknown things : 
Butif there be any difference between the Court of Hea- | 
ven and Earth, it pure Spirits, who are ſeparated from | 
Fleſh and. Senſe, have other Paſſions and Reſentments 
than Men have, that is, if we muſt not judge of ſpiritual 
things by Senſe, of the Government of God by the Paſ- 
fions of men, then ſuch Reaſonings as theſe may betray | 
us to abſurd and fooliſh Superſtitions, but are a very ill F 
Foundation. for any new and uncommanded Ads of þ 
Worſhip. | ; 

5. Never admit any Arguments meerly from. the 
uſefulneſs, conveniency, or ſuppoſed neceſſity of any 
thing, to prove that it is. As for inſtance : A Supream 
Oecume- 
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Oecumenical Biſhop, and an Infallible Judge of Contro- 
verſies, are thought abſolutely neceſſary-to the Unity of 
the Church, and Certainty of Faith, and confounding of 

 Schiſms and Hereſies. It there be not a Supreme Pa- 
ſtor, there can be no Unity ; if there be not an Infallible 
Judge, there can be no certainty in Religion ; every 
| man mult be left to his own private Judgment, and 
| then there will be as many different Religions, as there 
' "are Faces. Now if I thought all this were true, (as I 

: | believe not a word of it is) I ſhonld onely conclude, 
| | that it is great pity that there 1s not an Univerſal Paſtor 
> | and Infallible Judge inſtituted by Chriſt ; but if you 
> | would have me conclude from theſe Premiſes,. Ergo, 
> | there is an Univerſal Biſhop and Head of the Church, 
{ and an Infallible Judge of Controverſies, I muſt beg 

} your pardon for that; for ſuch Arguments as theſe do 

| | not prove, that there is ſuch a Judge, but only that there 
| ought tobe one, and therefore I muſt conclude no more 

} from them. Indeed this is a very fallacious way of 

; | Reaſoning, becauſe what we may call uſeful, conveni- 
7 ent, neceſſary, may not be fo in-it felf.; and. we have 
reaſon to believe it is not ſo, if God have not appoint- 

. | ed what we think fo uſeful, convenient, or neceſlary : 
| © which is a truer and more modeſt way of Reaſoning, 
| than to conclude that God has appointed ſuch a Judge, 
when no ſuch thing appears, onely becauſe we think it 
ſo uſeful and neceſſary, that he ought to do it. Theſe 
Dire&ions are ſufficient to Preſerve all. conſidering Pros 
teſtants from being impoſed on by the fallacious Reaſon- 


8 
| ings of Papiſts. 
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SK CT. 
2 oncerning Scripture-Proofs. 


2. [ Et us now conſider their Scripture-Proots, though 


it is not choice, but neceſſity, which puts them 
upon this Tryal: When they have good Catholicks to 
deal with, a little Scripture will ſerve the turn, but He- 
reticks will be ſatisfied with nothing elſe ; and therefore 
in diſputing with them, they are torced to make ſome 
little ſhew and appearance of proving their DoCtrines 
by Scripture; but they come very unwillingly to it, and 
make as much of a little, as may be. The truth is, there 
1s Evidence enough, that they have no great confidence 
in the Scripture rhemieives, and therefore do not deal 
honeſtly and fairly with poor Hereticks, when they make 
their boaſts of Scripture. 

For did- they believe that their DoCtrines which they 
endeavour to prove from Scripture, were plainly and e- 
vidently contained in them, why ſhould they deny the 
People the liberty of reading the Scriptures ? It the Scri- 


ptures be for them, why ſhould they be againſt the Scri-- 


ptures? The common Pretence is, that thoſe who. are 
unlearned, put very wild fences upon Scripture, and. ex- 
pound it by their own fancies ; which. in many. caſes in- 


deed is too true : but why ſhould! the Church of Rowe 


Fe more afraid of this; than other Proteſtant: Churches 


If they think the Scripture-is as muchifor them, as-we: 


think it is for us, why dare not they venture this as well 
as we? Weare not afraid men ſhould read the Scripture, 
though we ſee what wild Interpretations ſome put on 
them, becauſe we are certain we can prove our Faith by 
Scripture, and are able to fatisfie all honeſt men, _ 
WI 
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will impartially ſtudy the Scriptures, that we give the 
true ſence of them ; and if they believed, they-could do 
ſo roo, why do they avoid this tryal, when ever they 
can ? For though they admit People to diſpute from the 
Scripture in Exg/and, where they cannot help it, yet 
they will not allow them fo much as to ſee the Scriptures 


in /faly or Spain, where they have power to hinder it - 


Nay tiey themſelves do in effect confeſs, that the pecu- 
liar Dotrines and Practices of their Religion, wherein 
they differ fromall other Chriſtian Churches, cannot be 
proved by Scripture. And therefore to help them out, 
where the Scripture fails, they fly tounwritten 'Tradi- 
tions, which they make of equal authority with the Seri- 
ptures themſelves ; which they would never do, were 
they not convinced, that the Scriptures are not ſo plain 
on their ſide, as to fatisfie any man, who has not already 
given himſelf up to the Church of Rowe with an imph- 
cite Faith. 

And therefore, before you enter into any debate about 
the ſence of any particular Texts of Scripture, and their 
way of proving their particular DoEtrines from Scripture, 
ask- them 4wo. Queſtions , without a plain Anſwer to 


| which, it is to no purpoſe to diſpute with them out of 
! Scripture. 


Ask 1. Whether they will allow the Holy Scriptures 


| to be a complete and perfe& Rule of Faith ; that no 
| Chriſtian ought to recerve any Doctrine for an Article of 
| Faith, which cannot be proved from Scripture 2 This to 
E beſure they muſt not allow, unleſs they will reje& the 
| Council of Trext, which gives as venerable an Authori= 


ty to Tradition, as to Scripture it felt : Since then they 
have two Rules, Scripture and Tradition ; when they 
pretend to diſpute from Scripture, it is reaſonable to 
know of them, whether they will ſtand to Scripture, and 
reject 
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reje& ſuch a Dodrine if it cannot be plainly proved out 
of Scripture : For it they will not ſtand to this, they give 
up their Cauſe, and there is no need to diſpute with 
them: For why ſhould I diſpute with any man from Scri- 
pture, who will not ſtand to the determination of Stri- 
pture? We Proteſtants indeed do own the Authority 
of Scripture ; and what we fee plainly proved out of 
Scripture, we mult abide by : which is reaſon enough 
for us to examine the Scripture-proofs which are produ- 
ced by our Adverfaries. But it is ſufficient to make 
them bluſh, if they had any modeſty, to pretend to prove 
their Do&rines from Scripture, when they themſelves 
do not believe them meerly upon' the Authority of Scri- 
pture, and dare not put their Cauſe upon that iſſue ; 
which gives a juſt ſuſpicion, that they are conſcious to 
themſelves, that their Scripture-proofs are not good, arid 
ſhould make Proteſtants very careful, how they are im-: 
poſed on by them. To diſpute upon ſuch Principles as 
are not owned on both ſides, can eſtabliſh nothing, th6- 
it may blunder and confound an Adverfary ; it is onely f 
a tryal of Wit, where the ſubtileſt Diſputant will have c 
the Victory; and it is not worth the while for any man | « 
to diſpute upon theſe terms. | FT” 
= 
[ 


This is not to reje& the Authority of Scriptures, be- 
cauſe the Papiſts rejeCt it, which no Proteſtant can or will 
do, but it is an effeual way for men, who are nor skil- 
led in Diſputations, to deliver. themſelves from the f 
troubleſome Importunities of Popith Prieſts, when learn- 1 
ed men, who can detett their Fallacies, are out of the way, Y 1 
Let them -but ask them, Whether all the peculiar Do- j 
Etrines of the Church of Rome can be proved by plain t 
Scripture-evidence? If they fay, they can ; then they \ 
| muſt reje& the neceſiity of unwritten Traditions, and ( 
/ acknowledge the Scripture to be a complete and perte& i 
I Rule | 
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Rule of Faith. A point, which I believe, no underſtand- 
ing Prieſt will yield. If they fay, they cannot ; ask 
them, With whar confidence they pretend to prove that 
from Scripture, which they confeſs is not in it 2 Why 
they go about to impoſe upon you, and to perſwade you 
to believe that upon the Authority of Scripture, which 
they themſelves confeſs, is not, at leaſt not plainly, con- 
tained in Scripture. SR ater 

2. Ask ſuch Diſputants, who alledge the Authority of 
Scripture to prove their Popiſh Do&rines, How they 
themſelves know what the ſence of Scripture is, and how 
you ſhalt'know it > For it is 4 ridiculous andertakin 
to prove atty thing by Scripture, unlefs there be a cer- 
tain way of finding out the ſence: of Scripture. Now 
there can be but three ways of doing this, either by an 
infallible Interpreter, or by the unanimous Conſent of 
Primitive Fathers, or by ſuch Humane means as are uſed 
to find out the ſence of other Books: 

I. If they fay, we muſt learn the ſence of Scripture 
from an infallible Interpreter : Tell them, this is not to 
diſpute, but to beg the Cauſe. They are to prove from 
Scripture, the Dorints of the Church of Rome; and to 


|  dothis, they would have us take the Chutch of Rome's 


Expoſition of Scripture. And then we had as good take 
her word forall, without diſputing. Burt yet, 

1. They know, that we reje& the pretences of an in- 
fallible Interpreter #' We own no ſuch infallibJe Judge of 
the ſence of Scripture. And therefore, at leaft, if they 
will diſpute with us, and prove their Do@rines.by Scri- 


pture, they muſt fetch their Proofs from the Scriptures 


themſelves, and not appeal to an infallible Interpreter, 
whom we difown :* Which is like appealing toa Judge in 


Civil matters, whonr one of the contending Parties thinks 


incompetent, and” to' whoſe Fadgment chey will not 
ns H ſtand, 
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ſtand ; which is never likely to end any Controverfſie : 
and yet they cannot quit an infallible Interpreter, with- 
out granting, that we may underſtand the Scriptures 
without. ſuchan Interpreter ; which 1s to give up, the 
Cauſe of Infall;bility. 

2. One principal Diſpute. between us and the Church 
of Rome, 15 about this infallible Interpreter ;. and they 
know, that we will not own ſuch an Interpreter, unleſs 
they can prove from Scripture, that there is ſuch-an one, 
and who-he 1s, The mquiry then is, How we ſhall 
learn from Scripture, that there is ſuch an infallible Inter- 
preter?.that is, who ſhall Expound thoſe Scriptures to us, 
which muſt prove that there is an infallible Interpreter 2 
if without an infallible Interpreter we cannot find out the 
true ſence of Scripture,. how ſhall* we know the true 
{ence of Scripture, before we know this infallible Inter- 
preter.? For an Interpreter, how infallible ſoever he be, 
cannot interpret Scripture for us, before we know him; | 
and #. we-muſt know this infallible Interpreter. by Scri-. | 
prure, we muſt at leaſt underſtand theſe Scriptures, which 
direct us to this infallible Interpreter , without his af- 
ſiſtance, . Sa that of neceſſity ſome Scriptures muſt be 
underſtood. without an infallible Interpreter, aud there» 
fare he is not.neceſſary. for the Interpretation of all Scrj- 
pture : And then I defire to know, why other Scriptures 
may. not be underſtood the fame way, by which we muſt 
find out the-meaning of thoſe Texts which direct us to 
an infallible Interpreter ?- There are a hundred places of 
Scripture, which our Adverſaries muſt grant, areas plain 
and. eafie to be underſtood, as thoſe: And we believe it 
as. eaſie a matter to find all the other 7rext-Articles i9 
Scripture , as. the. Supremacy and Infallibility. of the 
Biſtiop of Rome. If: ever there needed an infallible In- 
terpreter of Scripture, it. is to prove: ſuch. an infallible 
Inter-- 


In Re on. HD. Fran A, a. it, M8. ES 1 


A Preſervative againit POPERY. 


Interpreter from Scripture ; but upon this occaſion he 


cannot be had, and-if we may make ſhift without him 
here, we may as well ſpare him in all other caſes. 

3. Suppoſe we were fatisfied from Scripture, that 
there is ſuch an infallible Interpreter, yet it were worth 
knowing , where his infallible Interpretation is to be 
found ; for if there be ſuch an Interpreter who never In- 
terprets, I know not how either they or we ſhall under- 
ſtand Scripture the better for him-: Now, have either 
Popes or General Councils given us an authentick and 
infallible Expoſition of Scripture? I know of none ſuch : 
all the Expoſitions of Scripture in the Church of Rome, 
are writ by private DoCtors, who were far enongh from 
being infallible ; and the buſineſs of - General Councils, 
was not to expound Scripture, but todefine Articles of 
Faith: and therefore we find the ſenſe of very few Texts 
of Scripture Synodically defined by any General Coun- 
cil s I think, not above four or five by the Council of 
Trent. $0 that after all their talk of an infallible Inter- 
preter , when they undertake to expound particular 
Texts, and to diſpute with us about the ſenſe of them, 
they have no more Infallibility in this, than we have; 
for if they have an infalhble Tnterpreter, they are never 
the better for him, for he has not given them an infal- 
lible Interpretation, and theretore they are forced to:do 
as Proteſtants do, interpret Scripture according to their 
ownskill and underſtanding, which, 'I ſuppoſe, they will 
not ſay, is infallible. 

But you'll fay, though 'theChurch has not-given usan 
infallible Interpretgtion of Scripture, yet ſhe has given 
us an infallible Expoſition of the Faith, and that is anin- 
fallible Rule for expounding Scripture. I-anſwer, there 
is a vaſt difference between theſe two : 'for our diſpute 
15 not about the ſenſe of their Church, but about the 
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ſence of the Scripture ;- we know what Dodtrines their 
Church has defined, but we deſire to ſee them proved 
from Scripture: And is it not a very modefi and plea- 
farit propoſal, when rhe Diſpute is, how their Faith agrees 
with Scripture, to make their Faith the Rule of expound- 
ing Scripture? Though, I contels, that 1s the only way 
I know of, to make their Faith and the Scriptures agree ; 
but- this brings. the Scripture to; [thewrFaitn, does not 
prove their Faithofrom: ycriptures i 

II. Asfor expounding Scripture by the unanimous con- 
ſent of Primitive Fathers: This 1s indeed the Rule which 
the; Couricyl, of) Trent: giveks and Which their NoQors 
ſwear! to abſeryer how: wellihey keep this: Oath, they: 
ought to confidey. | Now as torthis, you. may tejl them, 
that you would readily pay a great deterence.to the una- 
nimous Confent of Fathers, could you tell how to. know 
it ;,,0nd; rherofore. in. the; firſt place you-defire'to know 


the-egreement af how many Fathers makes an unani- 


mous Conſent ; for you have been told, that there have 


been as great- variety in Interpreting Scripture among 


the ancient Fathers, as among our modern Interpreters; | 
that-ithere;-are very faw, if any controverted Texts of | 
Scripture, which are 188erpreted by an unanimous Con- 
ſent of all the Fathers. -- If this unanimous Conſent then F 
ſignific all the Fathers, we ſhall be troubled to find ſuch Þ| 
a Conſent in expounding Scripture ; muſt it then be the | 
unanimous Conſent of; the greateſt number of Fathers? 
This will be a very hard thing, eſpecially for unlearned F 
men ta tell Noſes: we can know the Opinion onely of | 
thoſe Fathers who were the Writers in every Age, and | 
whoſe Writings have-heen: preſerved down to us; and 
who can tell, : whether the major. number of thoſe Fa- 
thers who did not white, or whoſe Writings are loſt, were 
of the ſame. mind with thoſe who Writings we have : 
an 
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and why muſt the major part be always the wiſeſt and 
beſt men? and if they were not, the Conſent of a few 
wiſe men, is to be preferred before great numbers of 0- 
ther Expolitors. | 
Again, ask them, whether theſe Fathers were Infalli- 
ble or Traditionary Expoſitors of Scripture, or whether 
they expounded Scripture according to their own pri- 
vate Reaſon and Judgment : if they were Infallible Ex- 


 poſitors, and delivered the Traditionary ſence and inter- 


pretation of Scripture, it is a little ſtrange, how they 
ſhould differ in their Expoſitions of Scripture, and as 


ſtrange how private Do&ors and Biſhops ſhould in that | 


Age come to be Infallible, and how they thould loſe it 
in this; for now Infallibility 1s confined to theBiſhop of 
Rome, anda General Council, It they were not Infalli- 


ble Expoſitors, how comes their Interpretations of Scri- 


Prure to be ſo ſacred, that it muſt not be oppoſed? Nay, 
how comes an Infallible Church to preſcribe ſuch a Fal- 
lible Rule of interpreting Scriptures? It they expound- 


ed Scripture according to their own Reaſon and Judg- 


ment, as it is plain they did ; then their Authority 1s 


no more ſacred than their Reaſon is; and thoſe are the - 


beſt Expoſitors, whether Ancient or Modern, whoſe Ex- 
poſitions are backed with the beſt Reaſons. We think 
it a great confirmation of our Faith, that the Fathers of 
the Church in the firſt and beſt Ages did believe the 
ſame Dottrines , and expound Scripture in great and 
concerning points, much to the ſame ſence that we do; 
and therefore we refuſe not to appeal to them, but yet 
we do not wholly build our Faith upon the Authority of 
the Fathers ; we forſake them where they torſake the 
Scriptures, or put perverſe ſences on them ; and fo does 
the Church of Rome too, after all their boaſt of the Fa- 
thers, when they contradift the preſent Roman-Catholick 
Faith 
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as they do very often, though I believe without any ma- 


licious deſign, becauſe they knew nothing of it. 
However, ask them once more, whether that ſenſe 

which they give of thoſe Texts of Scripture, which are 

controverted between us and the Church of Rome, be 


confirmed by the unanimous confent of all theancient Fa- 


thers: whether, for inſtance, all the ancient Fathers did 
expound thoſe Texts, Thou art Peter, and on this Rock 


 -will T build my Church, and feed my Sheep, &c. of the 


perſonal Supremacy and Infallibility ot Peter and his 
Succeſſors the Biſhops of Rome © Whether they all ex- 


- pounded thoſe words, This # my Body, of the Tranſub- 


{tantiation of the Elements of Bread and Wine into the 
natural Fleſh and Bloud of Chriſt 2 and thoſe words, 


Drink ye all of this, to ſignifte, Let none drink of the 


Cup but the Prieſt who conſecrates ? and fo in other 


Scriptures. If they have the confidence to fay, that all 


the Fathers expounded theſe and ſuch-like Scriptures, as 
the Dottors of the Church of Rowe now do, tell them, 
you have heard-and ſeen other Expoſitions of ſuch Scrij- 
ptures cited from the anctent Fathers by our Divines, 
and that you will refer that cauſe to them, and have it 
tried whenever they pleaſe. | 

IT. There is no other way then lett of underſtanding 
Scripture, but to expound it as we do other Writings ; 
by conſidering the ſignification and propricty of words, 
and phraſes, the ſcope and context of the place, the rea- 
ſons of things, the Analogie between the Old and New 
Teſtament, and the like : When they diſpute with Pro- 
teſtants, they can reaſonably pretend to no other way 
of expounding Scripture, becauſe we admit of no other; 
and yet if they allow of this, they open a wide Gap for 
all Hereſfies to come into the Church; they give up the 
Authority of the Church, and make every man his 
own 
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own Pope, and expoſe themſelves to all the ſencelels 
Rallery of their admired Pax Yobis.. By this they con» 
fels, that the Scripture may be underſtood by Reaſon, 
that they can back their Interpretations with ſuch pow- 
erful Arguments, as are able to convince-Hereticks, who 
rejz& the Authority of an infallible Interpreter : and 
then they may uaſay all their hard Sayings againſt the 
Scriptures, That they are dark and obſcure dead Letters, 
unſenced. Charatters, . meer figured Ink and Paper ; they 
muſt recant all cheir Rallery againſt expounding Scri- 
pture by a private Spirit, and allowing every man to. 
Judge of the ſence of it, and to chuſe. what he pleaſes : 


| for thus they do themſelves when they diſpute with 


Hereticks about the ſence of Scripture ; and am pret- - 
ty confident,. they would..never ſpeak.againſt Scripture 
nor a private.Spirit more, if this private Spirit would 
but make. us Converts.;. but .the miſchief. is, a private 
Spirit, if it haveany tin&ture of Sence and Reaſon, ſel- 
dom expounds Scripture to a Roman-Catholick ſence. 
So that in truth it is a vain, nay a dangerous thing, 
for Papiſts to difpute-with. Proteſtants about the ſence 
of. Scripture-; for it: betrays tlie Cauſe of the Church. 
and vindicates. the- Scriptures and .every.mans natural: 
Right of judging from the Uſurpations and Encroach-: 
ments of a. pretended Infallibility ;. but-yet. diſpute they; 
do, and attempt to prove their Doctrines from Scripture; 
And becauſe it is too large a task.for this preſent Under- 
taking., to.examine all their Scripture-Proofs, I. ſhalb 
only. obſerve ſome..general faults they are guilty - of, 
which whoever is -aware of, ..1s 18 no danger of being, 
impoſed on by-their-Pretences to Scripture : and I ſhall 
not induſtripuſly multiply Particulars, for there are ſome 
few.palpable miſtakes, which run through moſt of their- 
Scripture-Proofs.. 
| 7. As 
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r. As firſt, many of their Scripture-Proofs are foun- 
ded upon the likeneſs of a word or phraſe, without any 
regard to the ſence and ſignification of that word in 
Scripture, or to the matter to whici it 15 applied : As 
for inſtance, There is not a more uſeful DoQrine to the 
Church of Rome, than that of unwritten Traditions, 
which are of equal Authority with the Scriptures ; for 
were this owned, they might put what Novel DoCtrines 
they pleaſed upon us, under the venerable name of an- 
cient and unwritten Traditions. Well, we deny that 
there are any ſuch unwritten Traditions , which are of 
equal Authority with the Scripture, ſince the Canon of 
Scripture was written and perfe&ted, and deſire them to 
prove that there are any ſuch unwritten Traditions. 
Now they think it ſufficient to do this, if they can but | 
find the word Tradition in Scripture; and that we 
confefs they do in ſeveral places : for Tradition figni- 
fies only the delivery of the DoCtrine of the Goſpel, | 

which we grant was not done perfeAly in writing, when 
thoſe- Epiſtles were written, which ſpeak of Traditions, 
1 Theſl. 2. 15: by word, as well as by Epiſtle. But becauſe the whole 
Dotrine of the Goſpel was not written at firſt, but de- 
livered by word of mouth, does it hence follow, that 
after the Goſpel is written, there are ſtill unwritten Tra- 
ditions of equal Authority with the Scripture 2 This is 
what they ſhould prove ; and the meer naming of Tra- 
ditions in Scripture, before the Canon was perfected, 
does not prove this: for all men know, that the Goſpel 
was delivered by word of mouth, or by unwritten Tra- 
dition, before it was written ; but this does by no means 
prove, that there are unwritten Traditions, after the 
Goſpel was written. To prove this, they ſhould ſhew 
us where it is faid, that there are ſome Tradifions which 
ihall never be written, that the Rule of Faith ſhall al- 
ways 
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ways conſiſt partly of written, partly of unwritten Tra- 


ditions. 

Thus we know how zcalous the Church of Rome is 
for their Purgatory-fire, wherein all men, who are in a 
ſtate of Grace, or delivered from the guilt of their ſins, 
muſt yet undergo that puniſhment of them, which has 
not been fatisfied for by other means. 
Doctrine as any the Church of Rome has, becauſe it gives 
great authority to Sacerdotal Abſolution, and ſers a good 
price uponMafles for the Dead,and Indutgetices: and yet 
the beſt proof they have for this, is that Fire mentioned, 
1 Cor. 3. 13, 14,15. Every mans work ſhall be made mani- 


fefi : for the day ſhall declare it, becauſe it ſhall be revealed 


by fire, and the fire ſhall declare every mans work of what ſort 
it .—TIf any mans work ſhall be burnt, he ſhall ſuffer lofs : but 
be binſelf ſhall be ſaved, but ſo as by fire. Now here is 
mention of Fire indeed; but how does it appear to be the 
Popiſh: Purgatory 2 Suppoſe it were meant of a material 
Fire, tho rhat does not ſeem fo proper to try good or bad 
A&tionsA true and Orthodox or Heretical Faith, yet this 
Fire is not kindled tif] the Day of Judgment, which is e- 
minently'in Scripture called zhe day, and is the only day, 
we know of in Scripture, which ſhall Ze revealed by fire, 
when the Lord Feſus ſhall be revealed from heaven with 
hu mighty angels in flaming fire, % Theſl. 1.7, 8. So that 
here is nothing but the word Fire, applied to another 
Fire, than St. Paxl ever thought on, to prove a Popiſh 
Purgatory. 

Thus they make Confeſiion to a Prieſt ordinarily ne- 
c:\lary to obtain the Forgiveneſs of our ſins; and have 
no better Scripture-Proots for it, but rhat we are often 
commanded to confeſs our ſins, fometimes to God, and 
fomerimes to-one another, bur never to a Prieſt. 

They have made a Sacrament of Extream Un&tion, 

I where- 
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wherein the ſick Perſon is anointed for the Forgiveneſs 
of Sins; and though a Sacrament ought to have the moſt 
plain and expreſs Inſtitution, both as to the matter, and 
form, and uſe, and end of it, yet the only Proofs they 
produce for this, is the Diſciples working Miraculous 
Cures by Anointing the Sick. with Oyl, 6 Mark r;, 
which methinks 1s a little diflerent from the Sacrament 
of extream UnCtion,which 1s not to cure their ſickneſs, but 
to forgive their ſins ; and St. Fames his Command, 7s as 

fick among yeu, let him call for the elders of the Church, and 
tet them pray over him, anointing him with oyl in the name 
of the Lord > and the prayer of faith ſhall ſave the ſich, 
and the Lord ſhall raiſe him up ; and if he have committed 
fins, they ſhall be forgiven him. Where anointing with 
Oyl, jayned with tervent Prayer, is preſcribed as a 
means of reſtoring the ſick perſon to health again ; and 
therefore is not the Popiſh Extream UnCtion, which is 
to be adminiſtred onely to thoſe who are'dying : | And 
though St. James adds, And if he have committed fins, 
they ſhall be forgiven him; yet, 1. This is not faid to be 
the etfe& of Anointing, but of the fervent Prayer : and 
2. This very Forgivenels of Sins docs not refer to. a ple- 
nary Pardon of ſtns in the other World, but ſignifies the 
removal of the viſible and ſenſible puniſhments of Sin, 
in reſtoring the ſick Perſon to health again. That 
though ſuch ſickneſs was inflicted on him for his ſins, 
and poſlibly were the effeCfts of Church-cenſures, which 
in thoſe days were confirmed and ratified by bodily pu- 
niſhments, yet upon his Reconciliation to the Church, 
and the Prayers of the Elders, and the Ceremony of A- 
nointing, he ſhould be reſtored to health again, which 
was an external and viſible Remiſſion of his ſins, and 
ſhould be a plenary Pardon, if he brought forth the true 
and genuine fruits of Repentance : This is very natural, 


and 


to FF Swan fY wo mou ww TT RY | 


A Preſervative again} POPERY. 


and very agreeable to the ſcope and deſign of the Text, 
and differs as much from the Popiſh Extream UnQtion, 
as their greateſt Adverſaries could wiſh. Such kind of 
Proofs as theſe, are meerly the work of Fancy and [ma- 
gination, and can impoſe upon no man who will but at- 


tend to the different uſe and ſignification of words. 


2. Another grand fault our Roman Adverſaries are 
guilty of is, that their Scripture-proots are always very 
lame and imperfect, that is, that they never prove their 
whole Doftrine from Scripture, but only ſome little 
part of it: They draw very fine and artificial Schemes, 
and if they can find ſome little appearance in Scripture to 
countenance any one part of it, they take that fora Proof 
of the whole. As for inſtance : 

Thus they tell us,that Chriſt made Peter the Prince of 
the Apoſtles, and the Head of the Univerſal Church, his 
own Vicar upon Earth; and that the Biſhops of Rome, 
who are St. Peter's Succeſlors, ſucceed not only to his 


. Chair, but toall the Rights and Prerogarives of St. Pe- 


ter ; and therefore the Biſhop of Rome allo is the Head 
of the Church, the Oecumenical Paſtor, who neither 
wants St. Peter's Keys nor Sword. This is a very nota- 
ble point, if it were well proved ; but asI obſerved be- 
fore, this being a matter of pure Inſtitution, which de- 
pends wholly upon the Will of God, it can be proved 
only by Scripture : How much then of this do they pre- 
tend to prove from Scripture? Why, they will prove by 
Scripture, that St. Peter was the Prince of the Apoſtles, 
becauſe Chriſt faid unto him, Thou art Peter, and oy this 
Rock will I build my Church : and 7 will give unto thee the 
Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven ; and feed my Sheep; 
which indeed are lamentable Proofs, for the ſame Power 
was given to all the Apoſtles, 20 Fohn'z1, 22,23. Then 
ſaid Feſus unto them, Peace be unto you, as my Father ſent 
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me, even ſo ſend I you, all of you; and therefore not one 
in ſubje&ion to another, but all with equal Pewer : 4nd 
when he had ſaid this, he breathed on them, and ſaith unto 
them. Receive ye the Holy Ghoſt ; whoſoever (ins ye remit, 
tbey are remitted unto them; and whoſoever fins ye retain, 
they are retained. Accordingly on the day of Pentecoſt 
the Holy Ghoſt tell on them all, they were all endowed 
with the Gift of Tongues, and Miracles, and Propheſie; 
they all had the fame Infailible Spirit, and therefore 
needed no ſuperiour Head over them : They were to be 
ſeparated into all parts of the World, where they could 
have no Communication with each other, and therefore 
could have no Univerſal Head. The Hiſtory of the 
Ads of the Apoſtles gives not the leaſt intimation of a- 
ny ſuch Superiority, which either St. Peter challenged; 
or the other Apoſtles paid him ; which are ſirong Pre- 
ſumptionsagainſt ſuch a Supremacy of St. Peter : and 
I ſuppoſe they themſelves will grant, that all the reſt of 
the Apoſtles were as Infallible as he. 

But ſuppoſe we ſhould grant them, that St. Peter was 
the chief of the Apoſtles, and had a kind of Primacy not 
of Government,but Order,how do they prove from Scri- 
pture, that the Bifhop-of Rome ſucceeds in all the Rights 
and Prerogatives of St. Peter 2 for unleſs this be proved, 
whatever Prerogative St. Peter had, it ſignifies nothing 
to them : and yet this cannot be proved, but by inſtitu- 
tion ; for though Chriſt had beſtowed a Primacy on St. 
Peter, yet unleſs he expreſly grant it to his Succeſſors too, 
nay to his Succeſſors in the See of Rome, his Primacy, as 
being a perſonal Prerogative,muſt die with his Perſon: As 
2 Prince may grant a Priority toperſons in the ſameOffice 
and Power, may make a firſt Colonel, or a firſt Captain, 
but if theſe menrto whom the precedency 1sgiven, die or 
ars removed,thoſe who ſucceed in their Office and Power, 
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to the ſame Regiment or Company, do not therefore ſuc- 
ceed to their Priority too; for this did not belong to their 
Office, bur to their Perſons ; and the King may give the 
Priority again to whom he pleales,or appoint them to ſuc- 
ceed in courſe,according totheir admiſſion into ſuch Offi- 
ces. And by the fame reaſon, the Primacy of the Roman 
Biſhops, who are St. Peter's Succefiors, does not follow 
from the Primacy of St. Peter, unleſs they can ſhew, that 
Chriſt has given them the Primacy alſo, as well as Sr. 
Peter ; and this muſt be proved from Scripture, becauſe 
it is matter of Inſtitution, and no Arguments in theWorld 
can prove any thing, which depends ſolely upon an In- 
ſtitution, without proving the Inſtitution : But this the 
Roman Doors never pretend to, for they know, that 


there is not one word jn Scripture about it; and nothing, 


but the Authoriry of Scripture can prove a Divine Inſti- 
tution. So that could they prove the Primacy of St. Pe- 
ter from Scripture, they prove but half their Point, and 
that the moſt inconſiderable half. too, for. it does them 
no good. And ther _ore when they makea great noiſe 
about St. Peter's Primacy and Prerogatives, never trouble 
your ſelves to diſpute that Point with them, which is no- 
rhing to the purpoſe ;,bur tu require them to prove,from 
Scripture, that the Biſhop of Rowe, as St. Peter's Succel- 
for, is appointed by Chriſt to. be the ſupream Oecume- 
nical Biſhop, and the Prince of all Biſhops. And if 


you ſtick'here, as in reafon you ought, there is an end? 


of that, Controverſie.. X | 

Thus there is nothing the Church of Rome makes a: 
greater noiſe about, than Infa[libility, though they are 
not agreed where to place this Infallibility, whether in- 
the Pope or a General Council : But let it be where it 
will, this being a matter of Inſtitution, muſt be proved. 
by Scripture : how then in the firſt place do they prove 


the: 


A Preſerwative againkt POPERT. 


the Pope to be Infallible 2 That they think is very plain, 
bzcauſe Chriſt ſays,7Thou art Peter,and upon this rock will I 
build my Church, and the gates of hell ſhall not prevail a- 
gainſt it. But how does this prove, that the Biſhop of 
Rome is Iafallible 2 For here 1s not one word of the Bi- 
ſh>p of Rome. Yes, this proves St. Peter to be infallible, 
who was afterwards Biſhop of Rome, and therefore all 
his Suc:eſſors are infallible roo. Now that St. Peter 
was infallible, as all the other Apoſtles were, we readily 
grant ; though, I think,this Text does not prove it : But 
does this prove the Biſhop of Rome's Infallibility > Juſt 
as St. Peter's Primacy proves the Pope to be the Qecu- 
menical Primate : They themſelves muſt grant, that an 
infallible Apoſtle may have a fallible Biſhop for his Suc- 
ceſſor ; or elſe they muſt either deny, that the reſt of the 
Apoſtles, as well as St. Peter, were infallible,or they muſt 
grant, that all the Apoſtles Succeſſors, that is, all rhe 
B.ſhops, who ſucceeded any of the Apoſtles in their Sees, 
muſt be as infallible as the Biſhops of Rome, who ſucceed- 
ed St. Peter ; and then there will be ſo much Infallibili- 
ty, that it will be worth nothing: Tf then there be not a 
natural and neceſſary entail of Infallibility upon the Suc- 
ceſlors of infallible Apoſtles, they muſt ſhew us an ex- 
preſs Inſtitution, which makes the Succeſſors of Peter at 
Rome infallible. And let our Proteſtant demand this, 
before he owns the Infallibility of the Pope of Rome, and 


then, I believe, they will not think him worth Conver- 


ting. | 
Tivws as for thoſe. who place Infallibility in a General 
Council, demand a Scripture-proof of it,that they would 
produce the General Council's Charter for Infallibility : 
This they can't do ; but they fay the Church is infallible, 
and the General Council is the Church Repreſentative, 
and therefore a General Council muſt be infallible = 
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So that here are ſeveral things for them to prove, and to 
prove by Scripture too; for there is no other way of pro- 
ving them,betore they can prove the Infallibility cf Ge- 
neral Councils: As, 1. That the Church is Infallible. 
2. That a General Council is the Church Repreſenta- 
tive. 3. That the Church Repreſentative,is that Church 
to which the Promiſe of Infallibility is made. And then 


they might conclude, that a General Council, as being 
the Church Repreſentative,is Infallible. Now inſtead of 


proving every particular of this by Scripture, (as they 
muſt do, if they will prove by Scripture, that General 
Councils are Infallible ) they pretend to prove no more 
than the firſt of the three, that the Church is Infallible ; 
and that very lamely too, as may appear more hereafter : 
and then they take all the reſt for granted, without any 
proof: which is juſt as if a man, who 1n order to prove 
his Title to an Eſtate, is required to prove, that this E- 
ſtate did anciently belong to his Family, that it was en- 
tailed upon the Heir Male, that this entail was never cut 
off, nor the Eſtate legally alienated, and that he alone is 
the true ſurviving Heir ; thould think it enough to prove 
only the firſt of rheſe, that the Eſtate did anciently be- 
long to his Family ; which it might have done, and yet 
not belong to it now, or if it did ſtill belong to it, he 
may not be the true Her. 

Thus if we conſider what it is they teach about Pur- 
geatory, we ſhall quickly perceive, how little it is, they 
pretend to prove of it: they tell us, that there is a Pur- 
gatoryefire after this life, where men undergo the puniſh- 


ment of their ſins,when the fault is pardoned : that the 


Church has Power, out of her ſtock of Merits, which 
conſiſts of the ſupererogating Worksof great and eminent 
Saints,togrant Pardons & Indulgences to men while they 
live, todeliver them from ſeveral thquſand years puniſh- 
ment, 
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ment, which is due to their ſins in Purgatory ; that the 
Souls in Purgatory may be releaſed out of it by the 
Prayers, and Alms,and Maſſes of the living; which is the 
very life and ſoul of this DoQtrrine of Purgatory : Now 
of all this, they pretend to prove no more from Scrj- 
pture, but that there is a Purgatory-ftre after this Life; 
and how they prove it, you have already heard :. But 
that either Penances or Pilgrimages, and other extraordi- 
nary Acts of Devotion, while we live, or the Pope's Par- 
dons and Indulgences, can either remit or ſhorten rhe 
pains of Purgatory ; or that the Prayers and Alms of 
our living Friends, or Mafkes ſaid for us by mercenary 
Prieſts, cart deliver us out of Purgatory, which we are 
principally concerned to know, and without which, Pur- 
gatory willnot enrich the Priefts, nor the Church ; this 
they never atterapt,that I know of,to prove by Scripture: 
Whether there be a Purgatory or nor, nit ſelf confider- 


ed,isa meer fpeculative point,and of no value : Bur could 


they prove, that the Pope has the Keys of Purgatory, 
and that Alms and Maſſes will deliver out of Purgatory ; 
this were worth knowing, and is as well worth proving 
as any Dodrine of the Church of Rowe, for there is no- 
thing they get more by. But if you will not believe this, 
till they produce a Scripture-Proof of it, you may ler 
them diſpute on about the place of Purgatory, and keep 
your Money in your Pocket. Thus it 1s 1n moſt other 
caſes,if you take their whole DoCtrine together, and. de- 
mand a Proof of every part of it, and not take a Proof 
of ſome little branch of it,for a Proof of the whole, you 
will quickly find, that they will not be fo fond of diſpu- 
ting, as ſome of them now are. : . 

3- Another way our Roman Adverfaries have of pro- 
ving their Dodtrines from Scripture is, inftead. of plain 
and poſitive Proots,to produce fome very remote and in- 
evident 
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evident conſequences from Scripture, and if they can but 
hale a Text of Scripture into the premiſes , whatever 
the concluſion be, they call it a Scripture-Proof. There 
are infinite Inſtances of this, but I can only name ſome 
few. - | 
Thus they prove the perpetual Infallibility of the 
Church, becauſe Chriſt promiſes his Diſciples to be with 
them 7o the end of the world, 28 Matth, 20. which pro- 
miſe cannot be confined to their perſons, for they were 
to die long before the end of the World, and therefore 
muſt extend to their Succeſſors. Suppoſe that, and 
does Chriſt's being with them, neceſlarily ſignifie, that 
he will make them Infallible? Is not Chriſt with every 
particular Church,with every particular Biſhop,nay with 
every particular good Chriſtian, and muſt they all be In- 
fallible then ? | 
Thus Chriſt promiſes that the Gates of Hell ſhall not 
prevail againſt his Church ; Ergo, the Church is Infal- 
lible ; for if Error and Hereſfie prevails againſt the Church, 
the Gates of Hell prevail againſt it : And I add, if Sin 
and Wickedneſs prevail againſt the Church, the Gates of 
Hell prevail againſt it ; Ergo, the Church is Impeccable, 
'and cannot fin ; which is to the full as good a conſe- 
quence as the other: And therefore the Gates of Hell 
prevailing, can neither ſignifie the meer prevalency of 
Errors or Sin in the Church, but ſuch a prevalency as 
deſtroys the Chiirch ; and this ſhall never be, becauſe 
Chriſt has promiſed it ſhall never be ; and it may never 
be, though the Church be not Infallible ; and therefore 
this does not prove Infallibility. | 
Thus they prove there is ſuch a place as Purgatory, 
where Sins are forgiven and expiated, becauſe our Savi- 
our ſays, That the fin againſt the Holy Ghoſt, ſhall nei- 
ther be forgiven in this world, nor in the world to come, 
| Matth. 
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Matt.12.32. and therefore there are ſome Sins which are 
forgiven in the next World, becauſe there is a Sin which 
ſhall not be forgiven there. Now not to conſider the ordi-' 
nary uſe of ſuch Phraſes to ſignifie no more, than it ſhall 
never be, without diſtinguiſhing between what 1s to be 
done in this World, and what in the next ; nay, not to 
conſider how contrary this is to their own Doctrine of 
Purgatory, that men who go to Purgatory have all their 
Sins already forgiven, though they muſt ſuffer the pu- 
niſhmecat of them there ; which how abſurd foever it is, 
yet ſthews, that Purgatory is not a place of forgiving 
Sins; and therefore cannot be meant by our Saviour in 
thoſe words: yet ſuppoſing all they would have, that 
there ſhall be ſome Sins forgiven in the next World, 
which are not forgiven in this ; How does this prove a 
Popiſh Purgatory, where Souls endure ſuch torments as 
are not inferiour to thoſe of Hell it ſelf, excepting their 
duration 2 That ſome Sins ſhall be forgiven in the next 
World, I think, does not very evidently prove, that men 
ſhall be tormented, it may be for ſeveral Ages, in the Fire 
of Purgatory. | | 

Thus they prove the neceſſity of Auricular Confeſſion 
to a Prieſt, from the power of Judicial Abſolution. Chriſt 
has given the Prieſt power to forgive Sins, and hereby 
has made him a Judge, to retain or remit Sins, to ab- 
folve and infli&t Penances. Now.a Judge cannot judge 
right, withont a particular knowledge of the Fa&t,and all 
the circumſtances of it ; and this the Prieſt caognot know 
without the confeſſion of the Penitent : and therefore as 
Prieſts have authority to abſolve, ſo a Penitent, who 


would be abſolved, muſt of neceflity confeſs. But now - 


F ſhould think it a much better conſequence, that the 
Prieſt has not ſuch a judicial authority of Abſolution, as 
zequires a particular confeſſion of the Penitent, —_ 
Chr! 
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Chriſt has no where commanded all men to confeſs their 
Sins to a Prieſt, than that the Prieſt has ſuch a judicial 
Authority, and therefore all men muſt confeſs to a Prjeſt : 
for though our Saviour does give power to his Apoſtles 
to remit and retain Sins, yet thoſe words do not neceſſa» 
rily ſignifie a judicial Authority to forgive Sins, or if it 
did, it may relate onely to publick Sins, which are too 
well known without a private confeſſion ; or however, 
it isnot the particular knowledge cf the Sin, with all the 
circumſtances of it, but the marks and characters of true 
Repentance for publick or ſecret Sins, which is the beſt 
rule and dire&tion whom to abſolve; and therefore there 
isno need of a particular Confeſſion to this purpoſe. 

But the Sophiſtry of this is moſt palpable, when they 
draw ſach conſequences from one Text of Scripture,as dis 
realy contradi& other plain and expreſs Texts. Thus 
becauſe St, Peter tells us, That there are many things 
hard to be underſtood, in St. Paul's Epiſtles, which they 
that are unlearned and unſtable wreif, as they do alſa the 0+ 
ther ſcriptures to their own deſtruftion, 2. Pet. 3. 16. From 
bence they would conclude, that People ought not to be 
allowed to read the Bible : as if St. Peter had intended to 
forbid them to read thoſe Epiſtles, which St. Paul had 
written to them; nay, to read this very Epiſtle which 
he himſelf now ſent to them. For theſe Epiſtles which 
were ſent to the Churches, that they might be read by 
them, make a conſiderable part of the New Teſtamenr, 
which the People muſt not be allowed to read now, But 
ſetting aſide this, this conſequenee, that the People muſt 
not read the Bible, is directly contrary to a great many 
other Texts, which expreſly command them to read, and 
ſearch, and ſtudy, and meditate on the Laws of God, and 
the Holy Scriptures, as every body knows. I confeſs it 
amazes me to hear men argue at ag rate: when they can- 
A not 
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not produce any one Text which forbids People to read 
the Scriptures, and. there are a great many expreſs com- 
mands, that they ſhould read the Scriptures, they think 
it ſufficient to oppoſe againſt all this Authority, a conſe- 
quence of their own making, and a very abſurd one too, 
and call this a Scriptare-proof. 

I would not be thought wholly to rejc a plain and 
evident conſequence from Scripture; but yet I will never 
admit of a meer conſequence to prove an Inſtitution, 
which muſt be delivered in plain terms, asall Laws ought 
to be; and where have no other proof, but ſome Scri- 
pture-conſequences, I ſhall not think it equivalent to a 
Scripture-proof : if the conſequences be plain and obvi- 
ous, and ſuch as every man ſees, I ſhall not queſtion it; 
but remote, and dubious, and diſputed conſequences, if 
we haveno better evidence, to be ſure are a very ill foun- 
dation for Articles of Faith. Let our Proteſtant then tell 
ſuch Diſputants, that for the Inſtitution of Sacraments, 
and for Articlesof Faith, he expe&s plain poſitive Proofs : 
that as much as the Proteſtant Faith is charged with un- 
certainty, we deſirea little more certainty tor our Faith, 
than meer inferences from Scripture, and thoſe none of 
the plaineſt neither. ; 

4. Another falſe pretence to Scripture-proofs is,to clap 
their own ſenſe upon the words of Scripture, without a- 
ny regard'to the uſe and propriety of words, to the cir- 
cumſitances of the. place, to the reaſon and nature of 
things; and to call this a Scripture-proof of their Do- 
&rine,when their DoEtrines do not naturally grow there, 
but are onely engrafted by ſome cunning Artiſts, upon 
a Scripture-ſtock. I ſhall give you onely one inſtance 
of this, their DoErine of Tranſubſtantiation; 

As for Tranſfubſtantiation, they teach, that the Ele- 


ments of Bread and Wine are converted into the _ 
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Fleſh and Bloud of Chriſt, which was born of the Virgin 
Mary : That after Conſecration there is nothing of the 
ſubſtance of Bread and Wine, but the Accidents ſubſiſt 
without a ſubſtance : That the natural Body of Chriſt 
his Soul and Divinity, are preſent under the ſpecies of 
Bread; nay, that whole Chriſt, Fleſh and Bloud, is un- 
der the ſpecies of Bread, and in every particle of it, and 
under the ſpecies of Wine, and every drop of it : That 
the Body of Chriſt is not broken, nor his Bloud ſhed in 
the Sacrament, but only the ſpecies of Bread and Wine, 
which are nothing : That it is only this Nothing 
which we eat and drink in the Sacrament, and which 
goes down into our ſtomachs, ' and carries whole Chriſt 
down with it. Now this DoCtrine ſounds fo-very harſh, 
is ſo contrary to all the Evidence of our Senſes, and has 
ſo many Abſurdities and Contradictions to Reaſon, that 
it ought to be very plainly proved from Scripture in e- 
very part of it : for ifa man might be perſwaded to re- 
nounce hisSenſes and Reaſon to believe Scripture, yet 
it ought to be equally evident to him. at leaſt, that Scri- 
pture is for it, as it 1s,. that Senſe and Reaſon is againſt 
tt: and yet there is not one word in Scripture to.prove 
any one part of this DoErine of Tranſubſtantiation;: 
neither that the natural Fleſh and Bloud of Chriſt is in 
the Sacrament, nor that the ſubſtance of Bread and Wine 
does not remain after Conſecration, nor that the Acci- 
dents of Bread and Wine, ſuch. as colour, ſmell, taſte, 
quantity, weight, ſubſiſt without any ſubſtance, or ſub- 
x to ſubſiſt in. Theſe are ſuchParadoxes to Senſe and: 
Reaſon, that they ought to be very well ſupported with 
Scripture, before they are received for Articles of Faith, 
or elſe our Faith will be as very an Accident, without a» 
ny ſubſtance, as the: ſacramental ſpecies themſelves ares 
But though they have: no_Text. which. proves. the _ 
| Tittle: 
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Tittle of aJl this, yet they have a Text whereon they 


graft this No&rine oi Tranſubſtantiation, viz. This s m 
Body, which they fay, ſignifies every thing which they 
teach concerning Tranſubſtantiation ; but then T hope 
they will prove that it does ſo, not expett that we ſhould 
take it for granted, becauſe they fay it. Now, not to 
inſiſt upon thoſe Arguments, whereby our Divines have 
ſo demonſtratively proved, that Tranſubſtantiation, as 
explained by the Church of Rome, cannot be the ſence 
of This is my Body,my advice to Proteſtants is to put them 
upon the proof, that this is the ſence of it, which in rea- 
ſon they ought to prove, becquſe there is not one word 
of it in the Text ; and I ſhall only tell them what Proofs 
they ought to demand for it. 

Now [ ſuppoſe all men will think it reaſonable, that 
the Evidence for it, ſhould at leaſt be equal to the Evi- 
dence againſt it, though we ought indeed to have more 
reaſon to believe it, than to dif-believe it ; or elſe we 
muſt hang in ſuſpence, when the Balance is equal and 
turns neither way. Now I will not oppoſe the Evie 
dence of Senſe and Reaſon, againſt the Authority of 
Scripture ; for 1 will never ſuppoſe that they can con- 
tradift each other : and if there ſhould appear ſome 
contradiion between them, I will be contented at pre- 
ſent, without diſputing that point, to give it on the ſide 
of Scripture ; but I will oppoſe the Evidence of Senſe 
and Reaſon againſt any private man's, or any Churches 
Expoſition of Scripture : and if that Expoſition they 
give of any Text of Scripture, as ſuppoſe, This x my 
Body, contradict the Evidence of Senſe and Reaſon, 1 
may modeſtly require as plain proof, that this 1s the 
meaning of the Text, as I have, that ſuch a meaning is 
contrary to all Senſe and Reaſon : for though Senſe and 
Reaſon be not the Rule and Meaſure of Faith,yet we _ 
uſe 
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uſe our Senſe and Reaſon in expousgding Scripture, or 
we may quickly make a very abſurd and ſenſeleſs Reli- 
100. 
: Now this ſhews us what kind of Proof we muſt re- 
quire, that Tranſubſtantiation is the Doctrine of the 
Goſpel,vzz. as certain Proof as we have,that Tranſubſtan- 
tiation is contrary to Senſe and Reaſon. And there- 
fore, 

1. We muſt demand a ſelf-evident Proof of this, be- 
cauſe it is ſelkevident, that Tranſubſtantiation contra- 
dicts Senſe and Reaſon. Every man, who knows what 
the word means, (which I believe men may do, with- 
out being great Philoſophers) and will conſult his own 
Senſes and Reaſon,will need no Arguments to prove, that 
Tranſubſtantiation contradits both. Now ſuch a Scri- 
pture-Proof, I would ſee for Tranſubſtantiation, fo plain, 
and expreſs, and ſelf-evident, that no man, who under- 
ſtands the words, can doubt whether this be the mean- 
ing of them; I mean, a reaſonable, not an obſtinate, 
wilful, and ſceptical doubting. Now I beheve, that our 
Adverſaries themſelves will not ſay, that 7hi 35 my Body, 
1s ſuch a felf. evident Proof of Tranſubſtantiation ; IT am 
ſure ſome of the wiſeſt men among them have not 
thought it ſo, and the fierce Diſputes for ſo many Ages 
about the interpretation of thoſe words, proves that it 
1s not ſo: for men do not uſe to diſpute what is ſelf- 
evident,and proves it ſelf without any other Arguments. 
Now it is very unreaſonable to require any man to be- 
lieve Tranſubſtantiation againſt a ſelf-evident Proof, that 
it is contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, without giving him 
a ſelf-evident Proof, that it is the DoQrine of Scripture ; 
which is to require a man to believe againſt the beſt 
Reaſon and Evidence. 

2. We muſt demand ſuch a Scripture-Proof of Tran- 
ſubſtan» 
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fabſtantiation , as cannot poſlibly ſignifie any thing elſe; 
or elſe it will not anſwer that Evidence which we have 
againſt Tranſubſtantiation ? for Senſe and Reaſon pro- 
nounce Tranſubſtantiation to be naturally impoſſible; 
and therefore unleſs it be as impoſſible to put any other 
ſenſe upon Scripture than what ſignifies Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, as it 1s to reconcile Tranſubſtantiation to Senſe and 
Reaſon, there is not ſuch good Evidence for Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, as againſt it. Were the Scripture-Proofs for 
Tranſubſtantiation ſo plain and evident, that it were im- 
poſſible to put any other ſenſe on the words, then 
would grant, that itis as impoſſible for thoſe who be- 
lieve the Scriptures to disbelieve Tranſubſtantiation, as 
it is for thoſe, who truſt to their own Senſe and Reaſon, 
to believe it. Here the difficulty would be equal on 
both ſides, and then I ſhould prefer a Divine Revelation 
(if it were poſlible to prove ſuch a Revelation to be Di- 
vine) before natural Senſe and Reaſon ; but I preſume, 
no man will fay, that itis impoſſible to put angther, and 
that a very reaſonable, interpretation upon thoſe words, 
This is my Body, without expounding them to the ſenſe 
of Tranſubſtantation. 

Our Roman Adverfaries do not deny, but that theſe 
words are capable of a figurative, as well as of a literal 
ſenſe; as when the Church is called the. Body of Chriſt, 
Fleſh of his Fleſh, -and Bone of his Bone, it is not meant 
of his natural, but his myſtical Body : and thus when 
the Bread is called the Body of Chriſt, it may not ſign: 


' fie his natural, but facramental Body, or his Body to all 


the ends and purpoſes of a Sacrament. Now 1t there 
be any other good ſenſe to be made of theſe words, be 
ſides Tranſubſtantiation, there cannot be ſuch a neceſſity 
to expound them of Tranſubſtantiation, as there. 1s not 
to expound them of it; for I dornot rejed Scripture, : 
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I deny Tranſubſtantiation, when the words of Scripture 
do not neceſſarily prove it; but I renounce Senſe and 
Reaſon, if I believe it. Now though I were bound to 
renounce my Senſe and Reaſon, when they contradiq 
Scripture, yet ſure I am not bound to deny my Senſe 
and Reaſon, when they do not contradi&t Scripture ; 
and Senſe and Reaſon are never contrary to Scripture, 
nor Scripture to them, when the words of Scripture are 
capable of ſuch an interpretation as is reconcileable both 
to Senſe and Reaſon : In ſuch a caſe to expound Scri- 
pture contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, is both to pervert 
the Scripture, and to contradi&t Reaſon, without any ne- 
cefſity. An unlearned man need not enter into a large 
Diſpute about Tranſubſtantiation ; let him but require 
his Adverſary to give him as plain Evidence, that Tran- 
ſubſtantiation is the Doctrine of the Goſpel, as he can give 
him, that it is contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, and the Dil- 
pute will quickly be at an end. ' It had been very eaſe 
to have given more inſtances under every head, and to 


| have obſerved more falſe ways of expounding Scripture, 


#hich the DoCtors of the Church of Rome are guilty of; 
but theſe are the moſt obvious, and therefore the beſt 
fitted to my deſign to inſtra& unlearned men ; and I 
muſt not ſuffer this Diſcourſe, which was at firſt intend- 
ed much ſhorter than it already is, to ſwell too much 
under my hands. 


SECT, Il. 
Concerning the Ancient Fathers and Writers of the 
Chriſtian Church, 


"Ts Learned men may ſquabble about the 


Senſe of Fathers and Councils, it is very unreaſo- 
nable, that unlearned men ſhould be concerned in ſuch 
«> Diſputes, 
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Diſputes,. becauſe they are not competent Judges of it; 


and yet there is nothing which our Roman Diſputants 
make a greater noiſe with, among Women and Chil- 
dren, and the meaneſt fort of People, than Quotations 
out of Fathers and Councils, whom they pretend tobe 
all on their ſide. Now as it is a ridiculous thing for 
them to talk of Fathers and Councils to'ſuch People, ſo 
it is very ridiculous for ſuch People to be converted b 

Sayings out of the Fathers and Councils : I confeſs, it 
has made me often ſmile,with a mixture of pity and in- 
dignation, at the folly of it ; for what more contempti- 
ble eaſineſscan any man be guilty of, than tochange his 
Religion which he has been taught out of the Scriptures, 
and may find there if he pleaſes, becauſe he is told by 
ſome honeſt Prieſt, (a fort of men who never deceive 
any one) that ſuch or ſuch a Father, who lived it may 
be they know not where nor when, and wrote they 
know not what, has ſpoke in favour of Tranſubſtan- 
tiation , or Purgatory , or ſome other Popiſh Do- 


Ctrine. 
And therefore let me adviſe our Proteſtant, who is | 


not skilled in theſe matters, when he is urged with the 


Authority of Fathers, to ask them ſome few Queſti- 


Ons. 


1. Ask them, How you ſhall certainly know what : 
the Judgment of the Fathers was ? and this includes a ' 
great many Queſtions, which muſt be reſolved, before ' 
you can be ſure of this, as, How you ſhall know that 
ſuch Books were written by that Father, whoſe name it / 


bears? or that it has not been corrupted by the igno- 
rance or knavery of Tranſcribers, while they were in the 


hands of Monks, who uſurped great Authority over the | 
Fathers, and did not only. pare their Nails, but altered * 
their very Habit and:Dreſs, to fit them'to the modes of 


the. 
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the times, and make them faſhionable > How you ſhall 
know what the true mcaning of thoſe words are, whicly 
they cite from them? which the words themſelves mas 
ny times will not diſcover, without the Context : How 


you ſhall know that ſuch Sayings are honeſtly quoted, 


or honeſtly tranſlated > How you ſhall know whether 
this Father did not in other places contradict what he 
here fays 2 or did not alter his opinion after he had wrote 
it, without writing publick Recantations, as St. 4/tinr 
did? Whether this Father was not contradiced by other 
Fathers? And in that caſe, Which of the Fathers you 
muſt believe? 

You may add, That you do not ask theſe Queſtions 
at random, bur for great and neceſſary Reaſons: for in 
reading ſome late Engliſh Books both of Proteſtants and 
Papiſts, you find large Quotations out of the Fathers on 
both ſides; that ſome are charged with falfe Tranſlati- 
ons, with perverting the Fathers ſenſe, with mif-citing 
his words,, with quoting ſpurious Authors, as it ſeems 
many of thoſeare which make up the late Speculum, or 
Eccleſiaſtical ProſpeQive-glaſs; tonameno more. Now 
how ſhall you, whoare an unlearned man, judge of ſuch 
Diſputes as theſe > What Books are ſpurious or genuine ? 
whether the:Fathers be rightly quoted > and what the 
true ſenſe of them is? . For my part, I know not what 
Anſwer ſuch a Diſputant could make, but to bluſh, and 
promiſe not to alledge the Authority of Fathers any 
more; It is certain, in fuch matters, thoſe who are un- 
learned, muſt truſt the learned ; and' then, I ſuppoſe, an 
unlearned: Proteſtant will rather truſt a Proteſtant than 
2 Popiſh DoCtor, as Papiſts will rather truſt their Prieſts 
than Proteſtant Divines ; and then there is not. much to 
be got oneither ſide, thisway : For. when a Proteſtant 


ſhews an. inclination rather to believe a Popiſh than a 


LS Prote- 
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Proteſtant Divine, he is certainly three quarters a Papiſt 
before hand. 

- Indeed unlearned Proteſtants, who are inquiſitive and 
have time to read, have ſuch advantages now to fatisfie 
themſelves even about the ſenſe of Fathers and Councils, 
as it may be no Age before ever afforded : There being 
ſo many excellent Books written in Engliſh, as plainly 
confirm the Proteſtant Faith, and confute Popery, by the 
Teſtimonies and Authorities of ancient Writers ; and 


ſuch men, though they do not underſtand Latin and 


Greek, are in no danger of all the Learning of their Po- 
piſh Adverfaries : and any man who pleaſes, may have 
recourſe to ſuch Books, and {ee the ſtate of the Contro- 
verſie with his own Eycs,and judge for himſelf; but thoſe 
who cannot do this, may very fairly decline ſuch a trial, 
as improper for them. For, 

2. Let our Proteſtant ask ſuch Diſputers, whether a plain 
man may not attain a ſufficient knowledge and certainty 


of his Religion, without underſtanding Fathers and Coun-. 


cils? If they fay he cannot, ask them, how many Roman- 
Catholicks thereare that underſtand Fathers and Councils? 
Ask them, how thoſe Chriſtians underſtood their Religion, 
wholived before there wereany of theſe Fathersand Coun- 
cils? Ask them again,whether they believeithat God has 


' made it impoſſible to the greateſt part of Mankind, to 


underſtand the Chriſtian Religion ? For even. among 
Chriſtians themſelves, there 1s not one in an hundred 
thouſand, who underſtands Fathers and Councils, and it 


is morally impoſſible they.ſhould : and therefore certain-. 


ly there muſt be a ſhorter:and eafier way. to underſtahd 
Chriſtian Religion than this, or elfe -the generallity of 
Mankind, even of profeſt Chriſtians,. are out of all poſ- 
ſibility of Salvation, Ask them once more, whether it 
be not a much eaſier matter:for a plain honeſt: man to 

learn 
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learn all things neceſſary to Salvation, out of the Scri- 
ptures themſelves, eſpecially with the help of a wiſe and 
learned Guide, than to underſtand all Fathers and Coun- 
cils, and take his Religion from them > Why then do 
they fo quarrel at Pcoples reading the Scriptures, and put 
them upon reading Fathers and Councils 2 I ſuppoſe 
they will grant, the Scriptures may be read a little ſoon- 
er than ſo many Voluminous Fathers,and Labbe's Coun- 


cils into the bargain ; and, I believe, moſt men, who try, 


will think, that they are more cafily underſtood ; and 
therefore if Proteſtants, as they pretend, can have no cer- 
* tainty of the true ſenſe of -Scripture, I am ſure there is 
mtich leſs certainty to be had from the Fathers : A ſhort 
time will give us a full view of the Scriptures; to read 
and underſtand all the Fathers, 1s work enough for a 
man's life : the Scripture 1s all of a piece, every part of 
it agrees with the reſt ; the Fathers many times contra- 
dit themſelves and each other :: and if men differ about 
the ſenſe of Scripture, they differ much more about Fa- 
thers and” Councils. That it is a mighty Riddle, that. 
thoſe who think ordinary Chriſtians not fit to read the 
Scriptures, ſhould.think. it neceſſary for them to under- 
ſtand Fathers and Councils ; and yet they are ridiculous 
indeed to diſpute with every Tradeſman about Fathers 
and Councils, if they do not think they ought to read 
and underſtand them. 


The ſam is, ſuch Proteſtants as are not skilled in Book-- 


learning, may very reaſonably tell theſe Men, whourge 
them with the Authority of Councils and Fathers, That 
they do nat pretend to any skill in ſuch matters, and 
hope it isnot required of them, for if itbe they are in an 
ill caſe : the Holy Scriptures,not Fathers and Councils, is 
the Rule of their Faith; if they had read the Fathers, 


they ſhould believe them no farther, than what they 
taught 
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taught was agreeable to Scripture ; and therefore what- 
ever Opinions any of the Fathers had, it is no concern 
of theirs to know, if they can learn what the DoCtrine of 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles was, without it: learned men may 
diſpute about theſe things; and they have heard learned 
Proteſtants affirm, that the Church of Rowe can find none 
of her peculiar DoQrines in the Writings of any of the 
Fathers for the firſt three hundred years; and it's cer- 
tain, if this be true, all the later Fathers are of no Au- 
thority to eſtabliſh any new Doftrine ; for there was no 
more Authority in the Church, to bring in any new Do-- 
—_ after three hundred years, than there is at this 

ay. 

Lene men may very honourably reject all dif- 
pute about Fathers and Councils, ( though learned men 
cannot, and indeed need not ; ) for ifthey are-not bound 
to read Fathers and Councils, I think, they are not bound 
to underſtand them, nor todiſpute about them ; and it 
15 very unadvifably done, when they do : for it is paſt a 
Jeſt in fo ſerious a matter, though otherwiſe it were co- 
mical enough for men to be converted by Fathers and 
Councils, without underſtanding them. 
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How to Anſwer . ſome of the moſt popular Preten- . 


ces urged by Papiſts againſt Proteſtants. 


SECT. I. 
1. Concerning the Uncertainty of the Proteſtant Faith. 


UR Popiſh Adverſaries of late,have not ſo much di- 

Y) ſputed, as fenced ; have neither down-right oppo- 

ſed the Proteſtant Faith, nor vindicated their own, but 
have betaken themſelves to ſome tricks and amuſements, 
' to divert and perplex the Diſpute,and to impoſe upon the 
ignorant and unwary. One of their principal Arts has 
been to cry out of the Uncertainty of the Proteſtant 
Faith. This every body is nearly concerned in; for 
there is nothing wherein certainty is ſo neceſſary, and ſo 
much deſired, as in matters of Religion, whereon our e- 
ternal State depends. This has been often anſwered by 


Proteſtants, and I donot intend to enter into the merits. 


of the Cauſe, and ſhew.upon what a firm and ſure bor- 
tom the Proteſtant Faith ſtands : this is a Cavil eaſily e- 
nough expoſed to the ſcorn and contempt of all conſi- 
dering men, without ſo much trouble : 

For 1. Suppoſe the Proteſtant Faith were uncertain, 
How is the Cauſe of the Church of Rome ever the better ? 
Is this a ſufficient reaſon to turn Papiſts, becauſe Prote- 
ſtants are uncertain ? Does this prove the Church of Rowe 
to be Infallible, becauſe the Church of Eng/and'is Fallible ? 


Muſt Certainty neceſſarily be found among them, = 
| cauſe 


he mere 
* 
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cauſe it is not to be found with us? Is Thomas an honeſt 
man, becauſe John is a Knave? Theſe are two diſtinq& 
Queſtions, and mult be diſtinaly proved. If they can 
prove our Faith uncertain, and-their own certain, there 
is reaſon then to go over to them ; but it they cannot 
do this, they may, it may be, perſwade men to renounce 
the Proteſtant Faith, but not to embrace Popery. Ask 
them then, What greater aſſurance they have of their 
Faith, than we have of ours? It they tell you, their- 
Church is Intallible; tell them, that is another Queſtion, 
and does not belong ro this Diſpute. For the Intallibili- 
ty of their Church, does not follow from the Uncertainty 
of our Faith ; if they can prove their Church Infallible, 
whether they prove our Faith uncertain or not, we will 
at any itme change Proteſtant Certainty tor Infallibility : 
And if they could prove our Faith uncertain, unleſs 
they could prove their own more certain, ( though we 
bate them Infallibility ) we may ceaſe to be Proteſtants, 
but ſhall never turn Papiſts. 

2, Ask them, What they mean by the uncertainty of 
the Proteſtant Faith 2 For this may fignifie two things : 
either, 1. That the Objects of our Faith are in them- 
ſelves uncertain, and cannot be proved by certain Rea- 
ſons: Or 2dly, That our Perſwaſton about theſe matters, 
15 uncertain and wavering. If they mean the firſt, then 
the ſenſe is, that the Chriſtian Religion 1s an uncertain 
thing, and cannot be certainly proved ; for this is the 
whole Proteſtant Faith: We believe the Apoſtles Creed, 
and whatever is contained in the Writings of the Evan- 
geliſts and Apoltles, and this is all we believe: And I 
hope, they will not fay theſe things are uncertain ; for 
then they renounce rhe Chriſtian Rehigion , and In- 
faliibility it ſelf cannot help them out : tor Tnfallibility 
cannot male that certain, which is 1n it felt uncertain : 
an 
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an infallible man muſt know things as they are, or elſe 
he is miſtaken, and ceaſes to be infallible ; and therefore 
what is certain, he 1nfallibly knows to be certain, and 
what is uncertain, he infallibly knows to be uncertain : 
for the moſt certain and infallible knowledge does not 
change its Object, bur ſees it juſt as it is: And therefore 
thy muſt allow the Objects of our Faith, or the Prote- 
ſtant Faith, as to the matter of it, to be very certain, and 
built upon certain reaſon, or elſe their infallible Church 
can have no certainty of the Chriſtian Faith. 

Itthey mean the ſecond thing, that we have no certain 
perſwaſion about what we profeſs to believe : This is a 
great abuſe to Proteſtants, as if we wereall Knaves and 
Hypocrites, who do not heartily and firmly believe what 
we profeſs to believe: and a Proteſtant, who knows 
that he does very firmly and ſtedfaſtly believe his Reli- 
gion, ought to reject ſucha Villanous Accuſation as this; 
with indignation and ſcorn. Indeed it is both impu- 
dent and filly for any man to tell a Proteſtant, that his 
Faith is uncertain, ( as that ſignifies an uncertain and 
doubtful Perſwaſion) when he knows and feels the con- 
trary ; and no body elſe can know this but himſelf : fn 
what Notion then 1s the Proteſtant Faith uncertain ? 
what can Faith ſigaifte, but either the Objects of Faith, or 
the internal Aſſent and Perſwaſion 2 The Objects of our 
Faith are certain, if Chriſtian Religion be ſo, that 15, they 
have very certain Evidence : our Aſſent and Perſwaſt- 
on is very certain, as that is oppoſed to all doubtiulneſls 
and wavering: And what certainty then 1s wanting to 
. the Proteſtant Faith ? | 

Whea then you hear any of theſe men declaiming a- 
bout the uncertainty of the Proteſtant Faith, onely as 
them, What they mean by the Proteſtant Faith 2 whe- 
ther the Articles of your Faith, that they are uncertain, 
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or the A& of Faith, your internal Aſſent and Perſwaſi- 
on? If they fay, they mean the AQ of Faith : Tell 
them, that it is a ſtrange preſumption 1n them to pretend 
to know your Heart ; that you know that beſt your 
ſelf, whether you do firmly and ſtedfaſtly believe your 
Religion ; and to give them ſatisfaction in that point, 
you allure them, that you do: As for the Objefts.of your 
Faith, or what it 1s you Believe, tell them, you are a 
Member of the Church of Eng/and, and embrace the Do- 
Arine of it, and there they may find your Faith both as a 
Chriſtian, and asa Proteſtant ; and may try their skill on 
it, when they pleaſe, to prove any part of it uncertain, 
and you are ready to defend it. This is a plain and fair 
Anſwer, and I believe you will hear no more of them. 
For as tor their common Argument to prove the Un- 
ecrtainty of the Proteſtant Faith, That there is a great 
variety of Opinions among Proteſtants, and that they 
condemn one another withequal confidence and aſſurance. 
Ask them, How this proves your Faith to be Uncertain, 
errher as to its Objec, or as to its Aſſent 2 May not what 
you believe, be very certainly true, becauſe ſome men 
believe the contrary 2 Tell them, you do not plice the 
certainty of what you believe, upon any man's belic- 
ving, or not believing it, but upon the certain Reafons 
you have ro prove it; and therefore if they would 
convince you, that what you believe ws not certain, 
they muſt diſprove your Reaſons, not meerly tell 
you, that other men think it falſe or uncertain, and be- 
lieve otherwiſe : Thus does it prove, that you give an 
uncertain and doubtful Afſent to what you profeſs to 
believe, becauſe other men are very fully perfwaded of 
the contrary ? Pray tell them, that you do not build 
your Aſſent upon other mens Perſwaſions, but upon the 
Reaſons of your Faith, and while they are unſhaken, 
you 
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you ſhall believe as you do, and with the ſame aſſurance, 
whoever believes otherwiſe. 

There are'two things indeed, which this Argument 
proves, but they ſignifie nothing to weaken the Prote- 
ſtant Faith. - | 


r. That all theDodrines which are profeſſed by fome. 


Proteſtants, are not certain; for ſome of them muſt be 
falſe, when they are contradictory Doctrines maintain- 
ed and profeſſed by ſeveral Se&s of Proteſtants ; but 
then no man, that I know of, ever faid, that all Prote- 
ſtant DoErines were certain, which I hope does not 
. hinder.but that ſome Proteſtant DoCtrines may be cer- 
tain ; and then the DoCtrines of the Church of Eng- 
land may be certain, though ſome other Communions 
of Proteſtants have erred. ETD 

2. This Argument proves alſo,- that men who are 
miſtaken, may be very confidently perſwaded of their 
miſtakes, and therefore the confidence of perſwaſion 
does not prove the certainty of their Faith; and I never 
heard any man ſay that it did : But I hope this does not 
prove that a man, who is certain upon evident Reaſons, 
muſt be miſtaken too, becauſe men, who are certain 
without Reaſon, may miſtake. 

And yet this very Argument, from the different and 
contrary Opinions among Proteſtants to prove the un- 
certainty of the Proteſtant Faith, ſignifies nothing, as to 
our Diſputes with the Church of Rome : For ask them, 
what they would think of the Proteſtant Faith, were all 
Proteſtants of a mind 2 Would their Conſent and Agree- 
ment prove the Certainty of the Proteſtant Faith? Then 
the Proteſtant Faith, in oppoſition to Poperv , is very 
certain : for they all agree in condemning the Errors 


and Corruptions of the Church of Rowe ; and: thus IT. 
think they get nothing: by - this Argument : for if the' 
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Diſſentions of Proteſtants proves the uncertainty of 
their Faith, as to ſuch matters, wherein they differ, then 
by the fame Rulz their Agreement: in oppoſition to Po- 
pery, ſhews their great certainty in ſuch matters : And 
chis I ſuppoſe 1s no great Inducement to a Proteſtant to 
turn Papiſt. 


SECT, II. 
Concerning Proteſtant Miſ-repreſentations of Popery, 


—His has been another late Artifice of our Romany 
Adverfaries to amuſe ignorant People with a 

creat noiſe of Mifrepreſenting : That Proteſtant Dt- 
vines have painted Popery in ſuch horrid ſhapes, as to 
diſturb the Imaginations. of People, and to beget an in- 
curable Averſiion in them againſt Popery, without un- 
derſtanding what it is. I ſhall not now diſpute this 
matter over agaia : 'There has been ſo much of late 
faid of it, and this Pretence ſo ſhamefully baftled, in 
anſwer both to the Repreſenter , and to Monſieur De 
Meaux's Expoſition, that I am apt to think, they them- 
ſelves could be very glad that. it: had never been men- 
tioned, or could now be. forgot;; and therefore refcr- 
ring the inquiſitiveReaders to thoſe late Books, where- 
in they will find this Controverſie fairly ſtated, I have 


ſome few things to add, which are plain and- obvious 


to every body ; and that both with reference to the 
Probability of this Charge, and to the Conſequences: 


_ of 1t. ) <4 


Firf, As to the Probability of this Charge. Now, 
1. Ask them, Whether the firſt Reformers charged the 
Church: of Rome. with, ſuch DoCtrines and: Practices as: 
they were not guilty. of? We. have. not, that I know 
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of, increaſed our Charge againſt the Church of Rowe 
in this Age ; if there has been any difference, we have 
rather been more favourable and candid in our Cen- 
ſures of ſome of their DoArines, than the firſt. Re- 
formers were. Now is it likely, that the firſt Refor. 
mers ſhould charge the Church of Rowe wronfully 2 
No man can be a Miſ-repreſenter , but cither out of 
Ignorance or deſign ; which of theſe then can we, 
with. any Probability, charge the firſt Reformers 


with ? 


As for Tgnorance, 1s it a probable thing, that Luther, 


| Melantthon, Occolampadius, Zuinglius, Bucer, Calvin, or 
' to come to our own Engliſh Reformers , that Arch- 
biſhop Craumer, and others, who had all been Papiſts 
themſelves, ſhould be ignorant what was taught and 
praiſed in the Church of Rome £ It is now thought 
' In this very Cauſe, a very conſiderable Proof, that Pro- 

teftants do Mif-repreſent Papiſts, becauſe ſome Papifts 
; deny ſuch Doftrines and PraQtices as Proteſtants charge 
them with ; and, ſay they, can you think: that Papiſts 
do not underſtand their own Religion better than Pro- 
teſtants do? Now though this may be made a Que- 


ſtzon, and I am very apt to think, that compare the 


Learncd and the Unlearned Proteſtagts and Papiſts toge- 


ther, there are more Proteſtants than Papifts, who. un-- 
derſtand Popery : and not only Experience verifies:. 


this, but there is a plain reaſon why it ſhould be ſo ; 
becauſe it is the Principle of Proteftants, that they muſt 
neither believe nor disbelieve any thing, withoutunder« 
ſtanding it ; but an implicite Faith in the Church, go- 


verns the unlearned Papiſts, and many of thoſe. who - 


ſhould: be learned too. 
But let that be as it will, this Argument ſignifies no- 


thing to. our firſt Reformers : forif Papiſts may be-pre- 
ſumed 
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ſumed to underſtand their own Religion, the firſt Re- 
formers, who were all educated in Popery, might be as 
well preſumed to underſtand what Popery then was; 
and therefore there can be no reaſon to ſuſpeEt that they 
Mifreprefented Popery out of Ignorance. 


Nor is it more probable, that they ſhould Mif-repre- | 
ſent Popery out of Intereſt and Deſign : for if they 


were conſcious to themſelves, . that Popery was not ſo 


bad as they repreſent it to be, why ſhould they them- 


ſelves have ſet up for Reformers? and what hope could 
they have, that at that time, when Popery was fo well 


known, they ſhould perſwade the World to believe their 


Mifſ-repreſentations ? 

Was it fo defirable a thing for men to bring all the 
Powers of the Church and Court of Rome upon them- 
ſelves, meerly to gratifie a Mif-repreſenting humour ? 
Do theſe men remember what our Reformers ſuffered, 
for oppoſing Popery ? the loſs of their Eſtates, their Li- 
berties , their Lives, all the Vengeance of a blind and 
enraged Zeal ?. And did they undergo all this with ſuch 
conſtancy and Chriſtian patience, only for the ſake of 
telling Lyes, and raiſing ſcandalous Reports of the 
Church of Rowe £ We think it a very good Argu- 
ment, that the Apoſtles and firſt Preachers of Chriſtiaþ 
nity were very honeſt men, and had no deſign to cheat 
the Werld, becauſe they ſerved no worldly Intereſt by 
It ; but chearfully expoſed- themſelves to all manner of 


Suffcrings in Preaching the Goſpel : and why does not 


the ſame Argument prove our firſt Reformers to te 


honeſt men, and then they could not be wiltul Mif-re- : 


preſenters ? | 

Nay, if we will but allow them to have been cunning 
men(and it is evident,they did not want wit) they would 
never have undertaken ſo hopeleſsa deſign,asto run down 
Popery 
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Popery meerly by Mif-repreſenting it ; when, had their 


Exceptions againſt Popery been onely Mif-repreſentatt- 
ons of their own, all the World could have confuted 


'. them : had the firſt Reformers been onely Mil-repreſen- 


ters, can we think, that they could have impoſed upon 


 ſuchvaſt numbers of Men, Learned and Unkarned, who 


knew and ſaw what Popery was? They were no Fools 
themſelves, and therefore could not hope to impoſe ſuch 
a Cheat upon the World. | 

2, Ask them again, How old this Complaint is, of 
Proteſtant Miſ-repreſentations of 'Popery 2 how long it 
has been diſcovered, that Popery has been thus Abuſed 
and Miſ-repreſented 2: were the firſt Reformers charged 
with theſe Mif-repreſentations by their Adverfaries in 
thoſe days? did they. deny, that they gave Religious 
Worſhip to Saints, and Angels, and the Virgin Mary, to 
Imapes and Reliques? did rhey cry out of Mif-repreſen- 
tations, when they were charged with ſuch Doftrines 
and Practices as theſe 2 or did they defend them, and en: 
deavour to anſwer thoſe Arguments which the Reform- 
ers brought againſt them? *And yet methinks if Pope- 
ry had been fo groflyMif-repreſented-by the Reformers, 
this would as ſoon have been diſcovered by the Learned 
Papiſts of thoſe days, as by our late Repreſenter ; but it 
is moſt likely they did not then thin Popery ſo much 
Miſ-repretented,” for it they had, they would certainly 
have complained of it : So that the high improbability 
of the thing, is a ſufficient Reaſon to Unlearned Prote: 
ſtants, to reje& this Charge of Proteſtant Mif-repreſen- 
tations of Popery, as nothing elſe but a Popiſh Calumny 


again(t Proteſtants; and to conclude, that if Popery be 


Miſ-repreſented now, it is onely by themſelves, and that 
is che very truth of the Caſe, . 


Secondly, 
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Secoudly, Let us conſider this Clarge of Mifrepre. 
ſentarions in the Conſequences of it : It would a little 
puzzle a man to gueſs, what ſervice they intend to do 
the Church of Kome by it. For, 

1. By cowplaining of ſuch Mil-repreſentations of Po- 
pery, they plainly contels, that thoſe Doctrines and Pra- 
Ftices, which we charge the Church of Rome with, are ve- 
ry bad, and fit to be rejeted and abhorred of all Chri- 
ſtians. This the Repreſenter himſelf confkeſles, and is ve- 
ry Copious and Rhetorical upon it. Now this is of migh- 
ty dangerous conſequence; tor it it appears, that we have 
not Mif-repreſented then), that the DoGrines and Pra- 
ices we charge them with, are truly the Doctrines and 
Practices of the Church of Rome, then by their own-con- 
feſſion, Popery is a very bad Religion, and to be rejected 
by Chriſtians: Then there wasa very juſt reaſon for our 
Separation from the Church of Rome, and we.are-no 
longereither Schiſmaticksor Hereticks; and if the Cauſe 
be put upon this Iſſue, we need defire no better Vindi- 
cation -of the Church of England : for if they cannot 
prove us Hereticks or Schiſmaticks, till they, can prove 
us Mifrepreſenters, T believe, we are-pretty ſecure for 
this Age. CE: 

2. Theſe men, who complain ſo much of Mif-repre- 
ſenting, endeavour to make the Doctrines of the Church 
of Rome, look as like Proteſtant Doctrines, as- poſſibly 
they-can, as.if there were little or no difference between 
them : Now methinks this is no great reaſon for a Pro- 
teſtant to turn Papiſt, that the Popiſh Faith is ſo much 
the better, the nearer it comes to the Proteftant Faith. 
The truth is, the chief Myſtery in this late Trade of Re- 
prefenting and Miſ-repreſenting, is no more but this, to 
joyn a Proteſtant Faith with Popiſh Practices; to believe 
as Proteſtants do, and to do as Papiſts do. As to give 
ſome 
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ſome few inſtances of this in the Papiſt Mif-repreſented 
and Repreſented. | 

The Papift Repreſented, believes it datanable to Worſhip 
Stocks and Stones for Gods, to Pray to Piflures or Images of 
Chrift, the Virgin Mary, or any other Saints. This is 
good Proteſtant DofQtrine: but then this Papiſt ſays his 
Prayers before an Image, Kneels and Bows. before it, and 
pays all external Atts of Adoration to Chriſt and the 
Saints, as repreſented by their Images ; though #7 z ot 
properly the Image he honours, but Chriit and hu Saints by 
the Images. Which is down-right Popery in Practice. 

Thus he believes it is a moFft damnable Idolatry, to make 
Gods of men, either living or dead, Which is the Prote- 
ſtant Faith: bur yet he prays to Saints, and beggs their 
Interceſſion, without believing them to be Gods, or his 
Redeemers ; which is Popery in PraCtice. 

Fe believes it damnable, to think the Virgin Mary more 
powerful in Heaven than Chrif?7. Which is Proteſtant Do- 
Etrine: but yet he prays to Her oftner than either to God 
or Chriſt, ſays ten Ave-Maries for one Pater Noſter ; 
which is a Popiſh Devotion. Z 

He believes it unlawful to commit Idolatry, and mo$# 
damnable to Worſhip any Breaden God. Which is ſpoke 
like a Proteſtant; but yer he pays Divine Adoration to 
the Sacrament, which is done like a Papiſt. And thus in 
moſt of thoſe thirty ſeven Particulars of the double Cha- 
racers of a Papiſt Miſ-repreſented, his grear Art is to Re» 
concile a Proteſtant Faith with Popiſh Praftices. 

So that this New way of Repreſenting Popery, is no 
reaſon to a Proteſtant to alter his Faith, becauſe, it ſeems, 
they believe in many things juſt as we do; but, I think, 
it isa very great reaſon for a Papiſt to alter his Praftice, 
becauſe a Proteſtant Faith and Popiſh Worſhip do not 
very well agree. Thoſe who would not make Gods of 
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Stocks and Stones, of dead Men and Women, had certain- 
ly better not Worſhip them, which is the moſt certain 
way not to Make them Gods; and thoſe who think it 
ſuch damnable Idolatry to Worſhip a Breaden God, in my 
Opinion, are on the fafer fade not to Worſhip the viſible 
Species of Bread in the Euchariſt, Let but our Prote- 
ſtant obſerve thu, That when they would Repreſent Po- 
pery moſt favourably, they either fay what Proteſtants 
do, or fotnething as like it, as they can, and he will ſeeno 
reaſon, Either to change his Faith or his PraCtice. 
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